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■  Preface 


My  interest  in  Soviet-Iraqi  relations  was  first  aroused  in  the  course  of 
research  for  an  earlier  work,  The  Soviet  Union  and  the  Arab  East  under 
Khrushchev  (1974).  It  was  rekindled  in  the  early  1980s  when  Alvin  Z. 
Rubinstein  of  the  University  of  Pennsylvania  suggested  that  I  prepare  a 
study  on  the  USSR  and  Iraq  for  the  series  on  influence  relationships  in 
international  politics  which  he  was  then  editing.  For  a  variety  of  rea¬ 
sons,  the  most  important  of  which  was  the  outbreak  of  the  Iran-Iraq 
war,  this  project  took  much  longer  than  I  had  originally  anticipated.  The 
manuscript  also  turned  out  to  be  much  larger  than  the  parameters  set 
out  by  Rubinstein  had  allowed,  and  thus  it  now  appears  as  an  inde¬ 
pendent  study,  although  it  has  an  intellectual  affinity  to  Rubinstein's 
series. 

Put  differently,  rather  than  a  diplomatic  history  of  Soviet-Iraqi  rela¬ 
tions,  this  volume  examines  how  and  under  what  circumstances  the 
USSR  and  Ba'thist  Iraq  interacted  with  each  other  in  situations  where 
their  respective  interests  were  involved,  occasionally  in  a  complemen¬ 
tary  but  more  often  in  a  conflicting  fashion.  Specifically,  such  major 
domestic  problems  as  the  nationalization  of  the  oil  industry,  the  Kurd¬ 
ish  demands  for  autonomy  and  ultimately  independence,  and  the  role 
to  be  assigned  to  the  Communist  party  in  the  political  life  of  Iraq 
represented  issues  on  which  both  Moscow  and  Baghdad  had  reasonably 
coherent  positions.  In  the  area  of  foreign  relations,  the  Iraqi  and  Soviet 
policies  in  the  Persian/ Arabian  Gulf — the  main  focus  of  Baghdad's 
foreign  political  and  economic  activity — have  also  been  scrutinized  to 
determine  areas  of  conflicting  or  complementary  interests. 

Having  established  their  respective  positions,  an  attempt  was  made 
to  follow  through  separately  on  their  development  and  on  Moscow's 
and  Baghdad's  interaction  with  respect  to  the  issues  at  hand.  The  chron- 
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ological  approach  used  in  the  individual  chapters  enables  a  demonstra¬ 
tion  of  how  the  positions  of  the  respective  protagonists  changed  over 
time.  This  type  of  exercise  was  concluded  by  posing  and  by  trying  to 
answer  the  questions  of  who  influenced  whom,  under  what  circum¬ 
stances  did  the  interaction  occur,  and  why — in  those  particular 
situations — one  side  seemingly  succeeded  in  influencing  the  other.  It  is 
apparent  that  in  most  situations  where  Iraq's  vital  national  interests 
were  at  stake,  its  wishes  prevailed  over  Moscow's  preferences.  For  the 
Kremlin,  this  was  not  a  novel  experience.  In  the  late  1950s  and  the 
1960s  the  Soviets  had  learned  the  hard  way  that  most  of  the  leading 
neutralist  (later  nonaligned)  states  were  using  the  USSR  for  their  own 
purposes  and  refused  to  pursue  policies  which  contradicted  their  per¬ 
ceived  vital  interests. 

Indeed,  in  light  of  the  restructuring  of  the  world  order  now  taking 
place  this  conclusion  may  strike  even  the  casual  observer  as  less  than 
startling.  However,  it  is  an  issue  that  continues  to  bear  careful  empirical 
analysis  for,  even  in  the  post-glasnost  world,  states  will  continue  to 
assert  their  national  interests  and  in  the  process  will  attempt  to  influ¬ 
ence  each  other's  policies  and  actions.  While  some  of  the  specific 
sources  of  leverage  will  no  doubt  continue  to  change,  the  resource- 
dependence  balancing  nature  of  such  relationships  will  remain  an  es¬ 
sential  part  of  the  game.  Case  studies  of  the  unfolding  of  such  relation¬ 
ships  can  therefore  teach  us  valuable  lessons  for  the  future. 

The  time  frame  chosen  for  this  study  was  the  twenty-year  period 
between  1968  and  1988.  The  logical  starting  point  was  the  second,  and 
this  time  successful,  seizure  of  power  in  Iraq  by  the  military,  members 
of  the  Ba'th  party.  (The  first,  abortive  attempt  was  made  in  1963  and 
collapsed  in  a  few  months'  time.)  The  organization  has  remained  in 
power  ever  since.  Since  the  late  1970s  it  has  been  dominated  by  its 
erstwhile  civilian  leader  Saddam  Hussein.  The  year  1988  has  been 
selected  as  the  end  point.  It  was  then  that  Ayatollah  Khomeini  finally 
decided  to  terminate  the  bloodiest  conflict  of  the  post-World  War  II 
period  which  Saddam  Hussein  had  unleashed  in  1980.  The  end  of  the 
Iran-Iraq  war  and  the  subsequent  death  of  Ayatollah  Khomeini  thus 
represent  the  end  of  an  epoch  in  Gulf  politics.  From  then  on,  Iraq's 
designs  on  the  Gulf  shifted  from  the  defeated  and  exhausted  Islamic 
Republic  to  the  region's  oil-rich,  politically  conservative,  and  militarily 
weak  states. 

Since  access  to  relevant  Soviet  and  Iraqi  source  material  remains 
closed — a  standard  time  restriction  is  imposed  by  virtually  all 
governments — and  since  official  functionaries  of  both  states  are  not  in 
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the  habit  of  discussing  such  matters  beyond  the  accepted  line  of  the  day, 
research  had  to  be  conducted  primarily  in  Soviet  and  Iraqi  (as  well  as 
general  Arab)  public  sources.  These  included  official  government  state¬ 
ments  as  well  as  pronouncements  of  their  respective  leaders  and  offi¬ 
cials.  This  material  has  been  widely  supplemented  by  articles  and  other 
pertinent  information  appearing  in  the  Soviet  and  Iraqi  press,  journals, 
and  magazines.  Since,  for  much  of  the  period  under  discussion,  Mos¬ 
cow's  and  Baghdad's  publications  had  operated  under  strict  government 
supervision,  their  pronouncements  usually  reflected  the  current  party 
line.  Glasnost  under  Gorbachev  has  brought  sweeping  changes  to  So¬ 
viet  publications;  however,  relative  freedom  of  expression  has  been  con¬ 
fined  mainly  to  internal  developments.  With  the  major  exception  of 
Afghanistan,  foreign  policy  issues  have  not,  until  recently,  attracted  the 
attention  of  Soviet  investigative  journalists.  Informal  discussions  with 
Soviet  academic  specialists,  in  contrast,  proved  to  be  very  helpful. 

The  Ford  Foundation  and  the  Earhart  Foundation  generously  pro¬ 
vided  financial  assistance  that  enabled  me  to  undertake  the  early  stages 
of  research  on  this  project.  Thanks  are  also  due  to  Lehigh  University  for 
a  sabbatical  leave  to  finish  the  first  draft  of  the  manuscript  as  well  as  for 
financial  support  in  typing  its  various  versions.  Anonymous  reviewers 
for  the  Duke  University  Press  made  many  helpful  suggestions  and 
comments,  and  Richard  Rowson,  its  chief  editor,  guided  the  manuscript 
through  its  initial  stages  at  the  Press  with  great  skill  and  patience. 
Marcia  Mierzwa,  Doris  Wilkinson,  Jean  Schiffert,  and  Shirley  Sutton 
typed  the  various  drafts  of  the  manuscript's  components. 

Numerous  friends  at  Lehigh  University  and  elsewhere  sustained  me 
in  the  moments  when  the  problems  at  hand  appeared  insurmountable. 
They  know  that  their  moral  support  has  been  invaluable.  Finally,  the 
manuscript  would  not  have  been  completed  without  the  constant  sup¬ 
port,  encouragement,  and,  in  later  stages,  the  collaboration  of  my  wife, 
Bettie  M.  Smolansky,  who  has  contributed  the  Introduction  and  Con¬ 
clusion  to  this  study.  I  owe  her  an  enormous  debt. 


iiiw 


■  Introduction:  The  Nature  of  Influence 
Relationships 


The  analysis  that  follows  focuses  on  the  meshing  of  three  topics:  Iraq, 
the  Soviet  Union,  and  influence  relationships.  All  three  share  at  least 
two  implicit  characteristics.  They  are  believed  by  the  American  public 
to  have  international  significance  (albeit  not  equal  in  weight),  and  they 
are  but  vaguely  understood  by  most  educated  Americans,  who  know 
little  of  the  history,  geography,  or  culture  of  Iraq,  and  are  only  slightly 
more  familiar  with  the  Soviet  Union.  Yet  there  existed  until  recently  a 
widespread  lingering  impression,  occasionally  fostered  by  both  policy¬ 
makers  and  the  press,  that  Moscow  has  exercised  undue  influence  over 
Baghdad  and  that  Iraq  has  been  a  significant  ally,  if  not  indeed  a  puppet, 
of  the  USSR. 

The  purpose  of  this  volume  is  to  examine  in  detail  the  recent  history 
of  what  is  in  fact  a  very  complex,  bi-directional  relationship  between 
Iraq  and  the  USSR  and  to  dispel  some  of  the  widely  held  misconceptions 
about  it.  At  the  same  time,  the  study  attempts  to  use  the  Soviet-Iraqi 
case  to  further  understanding  of  the  nature  of  influence  relationships. 


The  Nature  of  Influence 

Since  the  advent  of  nation-state  societies,  nations  have  sought  to  influ¬ 
ence  the  policies  and  actions  of  other  states  in  a  variety  of  different 
ways.  In  a  sense,  that  is  what  both  war  and  diplomacy  are  all  about. 
Thus,  analysts  of  international  affairs  have  long  discussed,  both  im¬ 
plicitly  and  explicitly,  the  quest  for  influence  in  interstate  relations. 
Unfortunately,  more  often  than  not,  such  discussions  have  been  based 
on  ill-defined  concepts  and  unarticulated  assumptions.  Indeed,  few 
terms  in  the  literature  of  international  affairs  are  so  widely  but  loosely 
used  as  the  concept  of  influence.  Far  too  often,  analysts  assume  that 
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everyone  knows  what  influence  is,  and,  therefore,  give  little  if  any 
attention  to  a  careful  definition  of  the  concept.  To  avoid  the  same  trap, 
this  analysis  will  begin  with  an  attempt  to  answer  the  basic  question, 
What  is  influence? 

What  Is  Influence ?  Although  many  analysts  adopt  a  blithe,  common- 
sensical  approach  to  the  issue  of  influence,  some  scholars  have  given 
the  matter  careful  attention.  While  each  writer  is  likely  to  prefer  his  or 
her  own  unique  phraseology,  the  definitional  disagreements  among 
them  tend  to  devolve  to  differences  over  two  main  issues:  whether  or 
not  to  include  the  use  of  military  force  and  the  pursuit  of  mutual 
interests  as  part  of  an  influence  process. 

The  work  of  Alvin  Z.  Rubinstein,  who  has  written  extensively  on  the 
topic,  provides  an  excellent  example  of  the  school  of  thought  which 
excludes  the  use  of  military  force.1  Otherwise,  however,  his  definition 
is  quite  broad:  "Influence  is  manifested  when  A  affects  through  non- 
military  means ,  directly  or  indirectly,  the  behavior  of  B  so  that  it 
rebounds  to  the  policy  advantage  of  A."2  (It  is  not  entirely  clear  in  this 
definition  what  role  a  credible  threat  of  military  action  may  play  in  the 
influence  process,  but  it  is  presumably  not  excluded.  Indeed,  it  seems 
likely  that  the  existence  of  such  a  threat  alters  the  balance  of  interstate 
relationships  dramatically.)  While  the  actual  use  of  military  force  is 
ruled  out  by  this  definition,  the  pursuit  of  mutual  interests  is  included. 
Analysts  at  the  Center  for  Defense  Information,  in  contrast,  provide  an 
example  of  the  approach  which  adopts  a  more  limiting  definition  of  the 
mutual  interest  issue.  They  describe  influence  as  "the  ability  of  one 
nation  to  have  another  do  something  that  it  otherwise  would  not  do."3 

In  the  hope  of  formulating  a  more  encompassing  definition  of  influ¬ 
ence,  and  at  the  risk  of  complicating  the  issue  further,  it  was  initially 
decided  to  consider  the  issue  at  a  somewhat  higher  level  of  abstraction. 
Borrowing  some  useful  formulations  from  sociological  theory,  it  could 
be  argued  that  influence  is  ultimately  an  interactive  process,  albeit  one 
enacted  between  and  among  nation-states  rather  than  individuals  or 
simple  groups.  In  their  most  basic  terms,  influence  relationships  among 
states  can  be  seen  as  a  special  subset  of  what  the  sociologist  Richard 
Emerson  has  called  "power-dependence  relations."4 

Emerson  claims  that  all  power-dependence  relationships  are  mutual, 
but  that  they  are  not  generally  symmetrical.  In  its  simplest  terms, 
influence  (like  power,  of  which  it  is  one  manifestation)  resides  in  the 
dependency  of  one  actor  on  another.  Emerson  goes  on  to  claim  that  the 
specific  nature  of  any  such  relationship  must  always  be  seen  as  an 
empirical  question;  the  same  can  be  said  of  influence  relationships. 
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Thus,  to  say  that  "A  has  influence  over  B"  is  an  essentially  vacuous 
statement. 

Indeed,  in  Emerson's  view,  the  primary  origin  of  power  (and  thus 
influence)  is  control  by  one  actor  over  resources  that  another  actor 
needs  or  wants:  "The  dependence  of  actor  A  upon  actor  B  is  (1)  directly 
proportional  to  A's  motivational  investment  in  goals  mediated  by  B  and 
(2)  inversely  proportional  to  the  availability  of  those  goals  to  A  outside 
the  A-B  relationship."5 

Also  involved  in  assessing  the  nature  as  well  as  the  degree  of  A's 
dependence  (and  thus  B's  influence)  is  an  understanding  of  A's  will  to 
resist  doing  what  B  wishes  A  to  do.  That  is  to  say,  if  A  wants  to  do  what  B 
wishes  anyway,  then  Emerson  contends  that  A's  actions  should  not  be 
seen  as  a  function  of  A's  dependence;  it  is  not,  in  Emerson's  terms,  an 
example  of  influence.  Here,  I  contend  that  Emerson  is  framing  the  issue 
too  narrowly.  Specifically,  even  if  A  wishes  to  undertake  an  action  also 
urged  by  B  but  can  do  so  only  if  B  provides  the  necessary  resources,  that 
situation  constitutes  a  form  of  dependence  by  A  upon  B  (and,  by  exten¬ 
sion,  comprises  a  form  of  influence  by  B  over  A). 

Extending  Emerson's  definition  in  this  fashion,  however,  in  no  way 
obviates  another  important  insight  developed  as  part  of  his  analysis. 
Specifically,  since  the  exercise  of  power  involves  A  doing  something  at 
the  behest  of  B  that  A  otherwise  would  not  do  because  B  controls  scarce 
resources  that  A  wants  or  needs  to  accomplish  his  goals,  such  processes 
are  inevitably  embedded  in  an  unstable  equilibrium.  The  resultant 
balancing  act  comprises  the  essence  of  influence  relationships. 

As  Emerson  makes  clear,  power-dependence  relationships  are  inher¬ 
ently  unstable  because  they  encourage  "balancing  operations"  and 
"cost  reduction"  by  the  participants.  Thus,  the  exclusiveness  of  B's 
control  over  the  relevant  resources  is  a  key  issue  in  the  relationship. 
That  is,  A  can  reduce  dependence  upon  B  by  finding  (an)  alternative 
source(s)  of  the  necessary  resources.  For  example,  in  the  international 
arena,  a  client  can  sometimes  either  find  or  threaten  to  find  another 
patron.  Conversely,  A  can  lessen  dependence  on  B  by  reducing  the 
commitment  to  those  goals  that  require  the  resources  controlled  by  B. 
In  the  case  of  interstate  relations,  commitment  to  less  than  vital  inter¬ 
ests  can  sometimes  be  redefined  or  scaled  down  as  a  client  nation  seeks 
to  reduce  its  dependence  on  a  patron. 

Moreover,  as  time  passes  and  B  commits  resources  to  A,  resulting  in 
A's  transitory  needs  being  partially  or  fully  met,  A's  dependence  on  B 
will  automatically  lessen.  Such  a  situation  comprises,  in  other  words, 
an  instance  where  success  breeds  its  own  failure,  becoming  a  kind  of 
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classic  dialectical  contradiction.  Concomitantly,  A's  leverage  (and  thus 
the  ability  to  resist  B's  wishes)  is  increased  as  B's  interest  in  maintaining 
the  A— B  relationship  increases,  and  B's  expenditure  of  resources  on  A's 
behalf  inevitably  gives  B  a  vested  interest  in  maintaining  the  link.  Such 
a  situation  leads  to  a  reduction  in  A's  dependence  on  B  and  an  increase 
in  B's  dependence  on  A.  That  is,  A,  having  the  ability  to  continue  to 
enhance,  to  reduce,  or  to  sever  the  relationship,  has  acquired  control 
over  a  resource  that  B  desires.  6 

These  descriptions  of  balancing  or  cost-reduction  operations  suggest 
implicitly  that  there  are  many  types  of  goals  and  policy  options  with 
which  a  putatively  dependent  actor  in  an  influence  relationship  may  be 
confronted: 

1 .  A  strives  for  a  valued  goal  for  which  indigenous  resources  are  lacking 
(e.g.,  enhancement  of  its  industrial  base  or  military  power)  and  thus 
turns  to  B  for  those  resources; 

2.  A  tries  to  avoid  a  negative  contingency  (e.g.,  loss  of  territory  and/or 
defeat  in  a  military  conflict)  which  it  lacks  the  resources  to  con¬ 
found; 

3.  A  uses  B's  resources  to  achieve  a  goal  or  enact  a  policy  about  which  A 
is  essentially  neutral,  thus  incurring  little  or  no  cost  to  A,  but  win¬ 
ning  for  A  the  continued  good  will  of  B  and/or  other  tangible  benefits 
(e.g.,  A  voting  in  bloc  or  siding  with  B  in  international  disputes 
which  do  not  affect  A  directly); 

4.  A  initially  rejects  a  policy  urged  upon  it  by  B,  but  in  response  to  some 
explicit  or  implicit  quid  pro  quo  or  threat  from  B  acquiesces  to  B's 
wishes  in  the  matter. 

This  latter  category  of  interaction  is  likely  if,  and  only  if,  the  policy  or 
action  toward  which  A  had  originally  been  negative  does  not  touch 
what  A  construes  to  be  a  vital  national  interest  and  the  attendant 
benefits  to  be  gained  from  B  are  substantial  or  if  the  threat  is  credible 
and  is  aimed  at  a  vital  interest  of  A. 

This  broad  and  deliberately  abstract  analysis  of  the  nature  of  power- 
dependence  relationships  leads  inevitably  to  a  definition  which  recog¬ 
nizes  that  influence  is  not  a  singular  but  rather  a  multifaceted  phenom¬ 
enon.  Thus,  it  is  preferable  to  use  Rubinstein's  general  approach  with 
its  implicit  inclusion  of  the  pursuit  of  mutual  interests  under  the  influ¬ 
ence  rubric.  This  stance  has  been  adopted  because,  in  practical  terms,  it 
is  virtually  impossible  for  the  external  analyst  to  understand  whether 
and  to  what  extent  the  perception  of  some  level  of  mutual  interest 
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played  a  role  in  the  specific  policy  decisions  of  a  given  client  in  regard  to 
the  wishes  of  a  patron  state.7 

Viewed  from  this  angle,  influence  should  be  seen  as  any  activity  by 
one  state  (B)  which  causes  or  helps  to  cause  the  actions  of  another  state 
(A)  to  conform  to  B's  wishes.  Having  so  defined  the  term,  however,  it  is 
important  to  acknowledge  that  there  are  two  major  types  of  influence, 
facilitative  and  instigative,  and  each  is  further  divisible  into  subtypes. 

Specifically,  facilitative  influence  involves  the  provision  by  a  great 
power  to  a  lesser  power  of  resources  which  allow  the  latter  to  pursue 
policies  deemed  to  be  in  the  interests  of  both  (albeit  sometimes  for 
differing  reasons  and  at  different  levels  of  significance).  Furthermore, 
some  such  instances  can  be  seen  as  constructive  while  others  might  be 
labeled  protective. 

Instigative  influence  refers  to  the  provision  by  a  greater  to  a  lesser 
power  of  resources  in  return  for  which  the  latter  pursues  policies  which 
it  would  not  otherwise  have  undertaken.  The  reader  should  not  auto¬ 
matically  infer,  however,  that  in  such  cases  the  client  state  has  been 
coerced  into  doing  something  which  it  finds  repugnant,  for  here,  too,  a 
pair  of  subtypes  are  readily  apparent.  Specifically,  such  instances  can  be 
divided  into  those  which  are  cooperative  and  those  which  are  coercive. 

In  other  words,  constructive  facilitative  influence  characterizes  the 
first  category  of  the  "goals  and  policy  options"  enumerated  above,  while 
protective  facilitative  influence  would  more  accurately  describe  the 
second.  Cooperative  instigative  and  coercive  instigative  influence  are 
the  more  appropriate  designations  for  the  third  and  fourth  of  those 
categories,  respectively. 

This  typology  is  not  created  simply  for  the  pleasure  of  indulging  in  a 
symmetrical,  abstract  analysis.  Rather,  it  seems  likely  that  an  under¬ 
standing  of  a  phenomenon  as  complex  as  influence  will  be  best  served 
by  breaking  the  analysis  down  into  meaningful  subsets.  This  is  espe¬ 
cially  true  when,  as  seems  probable  with  the  concept  of  influence,  the 
activities  and  processes  which  achieve  success  for  an  influence-seeker 
in  one  situation  will  be  unproductive  or  counterproductive  in  another. 
Thus,  the  search  for  patterns  is  likely  to  be  more  fruitful  when  guided 
by  a  useful  typology. 

Two  further  explanatory  comments  need  to  be  added  to  the  typology 
proposed  above:  ( 1 )  the  credible  threat  of  the  use  of  military  force,  either 
against  the  lesser  power  or  on  its  behalf,  cannot  be  excluded  from  the 
resources  potentially  involved  in  influence  processes  (the  necessity  for 
their  actual  use,  however,  does  represent,  by  definition,  a  failure  of 
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influence);  and  (2)  "provision  of  resources"  can  include  the  process  of 
buffering  the  less  powerful  nation  from  negative  responses  to  its  actions 
by  other  nations. 

In  sum,  when  great  powers  set  out  to  acquire  influence,  they  commit 
some  of  their  resources,  directly  or  indirectly,  to  the  use  or  control  of  a 
lesser  power.  They  do  so  presumably,  despite  their  frequently  contrary 
rhetoric,  in  a  self-interested  rather  than  in  an  altruistic  spirit.  That 
leads  us  then  to  inquire  about  their  specific  motives  in  undertaking 
such  a  process. 

Why  Do  Great  Powers  Seek  Influence !  Nations  have  historically 
engaged  in  informal  cost-benefit  analysis,  long  before  anyone  thought 
to  use  the  term.  Nowhere  is  this  more  obvious  but  less  amenable  to 
definitive  measurement  than  in  the  influence-building  process.  Based 
both  upon  the  post  factum  analysis  of  the  actions  of  states  over  the  long 
term  and  of  the  retrospective  firsthand  accounts  of  diplomats  from 
many  nations,  one  can  readily  discern  in  general  terms  the  kinds  of 
benefits  that  states  hope  will  result  from  their  quests  for  influence.  For 
analytical  convenience,  these  possible  benefits  may  be  subsumed  under 
three  headings:  military,  economic,  and  political. 

Militarily,  states  seek  such  benefits  as  bases  or  access  to  support  facili¬ 
ties  for  their  forces,  the  strategic  guarantee  that  "friendly"  nations  will 
buffer  their  borders,  and  sometimes  formal  alliances  against  common 
enemies.  Pursuit  of  such  objectives  is  not  without  costs  even  when  suc¬ 
cessfully  achieved.  The  use  of  bases  or  facilities  generally  involves  sub¬ 
stantial  monetary  fees  and  often  harbors  a  potential  for  political  prob¬ 
lems,  given  the  widespread  sensitivity  to  perceived  encroachment  upon 
national  autonomy  in  less  powerful  nations.  The  buffering  effect  of 
"friendly"  border  states  can  prove  illusory  (especially  in  the  missile  age), 
and  such  "friendships"  almost  always  also  have  substantial  economic 
costs.  Finally,  alliances,  by  definition,  incur  reciprocal  obligations  for 
their  participants,  that  create  a  situation  in  which  the  great  power  pa¬ 
tron  inherits  some  of  the  military  liabilities  of  the  less  powerful  client. 

Economically,  an  influence  relationship  can  lead  to  relatively  stable, 
favorable  trade  arrangements,  can  provide  ready  access  to  needed  raw 
materials,  and,  in  the  case  of  economically  well-off  clients,  can  provide 
a  source  of  hard  currency  for  goods  sold  (civilian  or  military).  Unfortu¬ 
nately,  for  great  powers,  most  lesser  powers  are  not  so  economically 
advantaged  that  they  can  be  hard  currency-paying  customers.  Most 
Third  World  clients  require  foreign  aid  or  loans  for  their  external  pur¬ 
chases.  Even  in  dealing  with  states  such  as  oil-rich  Iraq,  which  do  not 
require  financial  subsidies,  a  great  power  must  be  careful  to  avoid 
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driving  too  hard  a  bargain,  lest  the  asymmetrical  nature  of  the  transac¬ 
tion  come  to  breed  resentment  in  the  client  state  and  produce  a  fester¬ 
ing  political  problem. 

The  political  fruits  which  powerful  nations  can  expect  from  sowing 
the  seeds  of  influence  among  client  states  are  even  more  perishable.  In 
return  for  the  provision  of  resources  to  a  lesser  power,  a  great  power  can 
generally  expect  public  support  for,  or  at  least  acquiescence  to,  its  basic 
domestic  and  international  policies  but  only  insofar  as  they  do  not 
come  into  direct  conflict  with  a  perceived  important  national  interest 
of  the  client  state.  This  means  that  a  patron  should  be  able  to  call  upon  a 
client  to  use  its  influence  with  third  parties  in  negotiations  of  interest 
to  the  former,  to  count  on  its  clients'  support  in  the  United  Nations  and 
other  formal  international  forums  on  most  issues,  and  generally  to 
expect  a  client  to  favor  its  views  in  the  "court  of  world  opinion."  While 
one  should  not  make  a  sweeping  negative  generalization,  it  is  difficult 
to  think  of  instances  where  such  political  advantages  have  been  so 
substantial  as  to  have  justified  significant  resource  expenditure  exclu¬ 
sively  for  the  purpose  of  their  accrual. 

Indeed,  the  barely  hidden  agenda  in  most  of  these  processes  is  not 
some  direct  positive  benefit  to  the  patron  state  but  is  instead  the  effort 
to  deny  such  benefits  to  one's  adversaries.  In  sum,  the  most  significant 
political  motivator  of  the  influence-seeking  process,  especially  for  the 
two  superpowers,  is  the  very  fact  of  competition  with  their  adversaries. 
"If  they  have  clients  in  Region  X,  then  we  must  have  some,  too."  The 
quest  for  influence  is,  in  part,  a  status  contest,  and  the  putative  direct, 
cost-effective  benefits  to  be  gained  often  pale  into  insignificance  when 
compared  to  the  motivational  force  of  that  competition. 

Therein,  of  course,  also  lies  the  primary  latent  cost  of  the  process.  In  a 
world  riddled  with  cross-cutting  currents  of  multiple  sets  of  interna¬ 
tional  rivalries,  the  courting  of  favor  in  one  nation,  with  its  own  tangled 
network  of  relationships  with  other  states,  brings  with  it  an  incredibly 
complex  array  of  choices  to  be  made.  It  is  much  like  the  thankless  and 
endless  task  of  parenting  a  large,  contentious  group  of  siblings.  If  you 
satisfy  the  one,  others  will  be  miffed;  alas,  shifting  your  attention  to  the 
aggrieved  party  (or  parties)  will  only  undo  the  good  originally  engen¬ 
dered  with  the  first. 

How  Can  We  Know  When  Influence-Seekers  Succeed  or  Fail ?  From 
the  analyst's  viewpoint  this  question  might  better  be  rephrased,  How 
can  influence  be  measured?;  because  the  success  or  failure  of  an  influ¬ 
ence-building  process  will  always  be,  in  one  sense,  relative.  In  other 
words,  a  satisfactory  level  of  success  is  always  a  perceptual,  eye-of-the- 
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beholder  matter.  Nevertheless,  coherent  analysis  requires  operational¬ 
izing  the  concept,  that  is,  devisiirg  at  least  some  meaningful  indicators 
of  influence  and  procedures  for  their  discovery  and  measurement. 

Useful  clues  are  provided  by  earlier  analysts,  but  their  discussions 
also  make  it  plain  how  difficult  it  is  to  link  the  conceptual  and  opera¬ 
tional  definitions  of  a  term  like  influence.  Thus,  authors  at  the  Center 
for  Defense  Information,  after  having  produced  the  rather  limiting  con¬ 
ceptual  definition  cited  earlier,  go  on  to  acknowledge  that  the  direct 
measurement  of  such  a  concept  is  virtually  impossible.  They  suggest 
instead  the  use  of  indicators  of  "level  of  involvement"  or  patron  "pres¬ 
ence"  as  surrogates  for  direct  measurement  even  though  they  admit 
overtly  that  "Presence  does  not  equal  influence."8 

Among  the  specific  indicators  which  they  enumerate  are  such  items 
as  treaty  relationships,  access  to  military  facilities,  presence  of  troops 
or  military  advisers,  large-scale  arms  transfers,  economic  aid  level, 
significant  bilateral  trade,  common  un  voting  patterns,  exchanges  of 
high-level  state  visits,  and  appropriately  worded  joint  communiques. 
They  also  suggest  augmenting  firsthand  analysis  of  such  data  with  a 
summary  assessment  of  available  evaluations  by  "knowledgeable  ana¬ 
lysts."  In  their  own  subsequent  analysis  of  the  level  of  Soviet  influence 
in  a  large  number  of  nations,  the  Center  analysts  search  for  periods 
during  which  there  was  a  high  level  of  Soviet  involvement  with  each 
specific  nation,  looking  apparently  for  some  vaguely  discernible  differ¬ 
ences  in  the  level  of  policy  coincidence  or  congeniality  in  periods  of 
intense  involvement  as  compared  to  those  of  lesser  involvement. 

In  fact,  the  Center's  so-called  "indicators  of  influence"  are  actually 
those  of  the  quest  for  influence,  and  the  relative  success  or  failure  of 
that  quest  is  almost  impossible  to  measure  over  the  short  term.  In  sum, 
without  some  dramatic  evidence,  such  as  an  eviction  or  a  public  sever¬ 
ing  of  ties,9  the  analyst  is  left  to  use  as  evidence  data  that  are  once 
removed  and  to  make  the  implicit  assumption  that,  all  else  being  equal, 
greater  efforts  to  acquire  influence  yield  greater  influence.  Alas,  "other 
things"  are  never  equal. 

Rubinstein's  discussion  of  measurement  procedures  is  more  elabo¬ 
rate  than  that  of  the  Center  analysts.  He  enumerates  five  different 
categories  of  measurement  techniques:  "(i)  measures  of  direct  interac¬ 
tion;  (2)  measures  of  perceptual  and  attitudinal  change;  (3)  measures  of 
attributed  influence;  (4)  case  studies,  and  (5)  impressionistic  and  idio¬ 
syncratic  commentary."10 

Direct  interaction  measures  include  such  quantifiable  data  as  pat¬ 
terns  of  aid  and  trade  and  coincidence  of  un  voting  patterns  as  well  as 
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publicly  verifiable  matters  such  as  exchanges  of  missions  and  the  exist¬ 
ence  of  treaty  arrangements.  He  is  emphatic,  however,  in  cautioning 
that  such  data  must  be  examined  contextually;  simplistic  quantitative 
approaches  are  likely  to  obscure  rather  than  illuminate  the  nature  of  an 
influence  relationship. 

In  Rubinstein's  view,  perceptual  or  attitudinal  change  is  best  mea¬ 
sured  by  careful  thematic  analysis  of  joint  communiques,  speeches  of 
key  officials,  and  the  editorials  and  commentaries  in  newspapers  and 
other  periodicals  known  to  be  tied  to  the  governments  in  question.  His 
subsequent  detailed  description  of  the  specific  processes  involved  in 
such  analysis  suggests  that  it  is  virtually  an  art  form,  one  necessarily 
undertaken  by  a  scholar  familiar  not  only  with  generic  diplomatic 
conventions  but  also  with  the  fine  points  of  linguistic  practice  in  the 
languages  of  both  parties. 

What  Rubinstein  labels  "attributed  influence"  requires  "polling  the 
experts,"  presumably  both  by  careful  review  of  their  written  commen¬ 
taries  and  by  personal  interviews  (both  formal  and  informal).  His  "im¬ 
pressionistic  and  idiosyncratic  material"  constitutes  a  kind  of  residual 
category  of  all  other  potentially  useful  information  (e.g.,  accounts  by 
journalists  and  third-party  diplomats).  In  sum,  both  of  these  categories 
imply  that  the  scholar  should  be  acquainted  with  the  perceptions  of  all 
available,  well-placed  observers  on  the  state  of  the  influence  relation¬ 
ship  in  question.  How  to  weigh  and  assess  conflicting  perceptions  is,  of 
course,  case-specific  and  inevitably  somewhat  problematic. 

Finally,  Rubinstein  suggests  heavy  reliance  on  case  studies.  While,  as 
he  notes,  some  of  the  relevant  information  is  almost  always  missing, 
the  process  of  "tracing]  the  unfolding  of  influence  on  significant  is¬ 
sues"11  allows  for  the  synthetic  and  contextual  analysis  of  all  the  cate¬ 
gories  of  data  mentioned  above  and  should  be  seen  as  the  preferred 
omnibus  approach  to  the  measurement  of  influence.  Thus,  it  is  the 
primary  approach  of  this  volume. 


The  Plan  of  the  Book 

Although  this  volume  is  not  a  standard  chronological  account  of  Soviet- 
Iraqi  relations,  the  first  substantive  chapter  does  give  an  overview  of  the 
evolution  of  that  relationship.  In  addition  to  setting  the  general  context 
for  the  case  studies  which  follow,  chapter  1  integrates  much  of  the 
available  information  of  the  type  which  Rubinstein  has  called  "mea¬ 
sures  of  direct  influence"  for  the  period  from  1958,  when  the  modern  era 
of  Soviet-Iraqi  relations  begins,  until  1980.  (These  include  the  quanti- 
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fiable  patterns  of  reciprocal  trade  and  of  economic  and  military  aid.) 
After  the  outbreak  of  the  Iran-Iraq  war  in  September  of  1980,  these 
patterns  were  essentially  "driven"  by  the  war;  thus  comparable  data  for 
that  later  period  are  presented  in  the  chapter  on  that  conflict. 

The  context-setting  chapter  on  the  general  patterns  of  relationship 
between  Baghdad  and  Moscow  is  followed  by  a  series  of  detailed  case 
studies  of  the  primary  issues  and  problems  that  have  been  the  focuses  of 
Soviet-Iraqi  relations  in  the  modern  era.  This  connected  series  of  case 
analyses  is  divided  into  two  categories,  those  that  primarily  affect  Iraq's 
domestic  policies  and  those  focused  on  its  foreign  affairs. 

In  the  domestic  arena,  chapter  2  examines  the  Soviet  contribution  to 
the  nationalization  of  the  Iraqi  oil  industry,  an  issue  on  which  the  two 
regimes  were  in  virtually  full  agreement.  A  second  concern,  how  to  deal 
with  the  "Kurdish  Question"  (examined  at  length  in  chapter  3),  pro¬ 
duces  a  more  complex  and  turbulent  picture,  one  in  which  Moscow  and 
its  putative  client  were  often  in  disagreement.  Finally,  chapter  4  is 
devoted  to  an  analysis  of  the  tortured  history  of  the  Iraqi  Communist 
party,  whose  eventual  destruction  by  the  Ba'th  stands  as  a  stark  lesson 
on  the  limits  of  great  power  influence. 

In  foreign  affairs,  the  primary  focal  point  of  Baghdad's  interest  has 
been  the  Persian/ Arabian  Gulf  region.  Because  it  sees  itself  as  a  major 
player  in  Gulf  affairs,  and  because  both  states  actually  aspire  to  regional 
dominance,  Iraq's  natural  primary  rival  is  Iran.  (Current  geopolitical 
realities  are  augmented  in  this  regard  by  a  long  history  of  strife  between 
the  two.)  However,  modern  Iraq  also  has  a  complex  set  of  relationships 
with  such  other  Gulf  states  as  Kuwait,  Saudi  Arabia,  Bahrain,  Qatar,  the 
United  Arab  Emirates,  and  Oman.  Given  Soviet  aspirations  to  become  a 
leading  actor  in  Gulf  affairs,  it  has  had  more  than  a  passing  interest  in 
Iraq's  attempts  to  assume  a  central  place  in  the  regional  network.  The 
relative  lack  of  success  for  either  of  these  two  nations  in  realizing  their 
ambitions  in  the  Gulf  and  their  often  conflicting,  counterproductive 
efforts  to  use  each  other  to  further  their  own  goals  and  objectives  in  the 
region  are  the  focus  of  chapters  5  and  6. 

The  culmination  of  Moscow's  frustration  over  its  inability  to  reap 
tangible  rewards  commensurate  with  its  "investment"  in  the  quest  for 
influence  in  Iraq  came  in  September  1980.  Hard  on  the  heels  of  joining 
the  international  chorus  of  condemnation  of  the  Soviet  invasion  of 
Afghanistan,  Saddam  Hussein  sent  his  armed  forces  surging  across  the 
Iranian  border  in  an  apparent  belief  that  they  would  score  a  swift, 
decisive  military  victory  over  a  supposedly  disintegrating  Iran,  wrecked 
by  the  domestic  chaos  attendant  to  the  Khomeini  regime's  revolution- 
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ary  excesses.  An  obviously  alarmed  Kremlin,  whose  position  in  the 
region  depends  on  the  continued  precarious  balance  of  contending 
forces,  immediately  cut  off  the  flow  of  military  supplies  to  Baghdad  and 
pressed  for  an  early  cessation  of  hostilities  and  the  withdrawal  of  Iraqi 
forces.  Indeed,  substantial  resupply  of  Saddam  Hussein's  forces  by  the 
USSR  resumed  only  when  the  magnitude  of  his  miscalculation  became 
apparent  in  1982,  as  the  tide  of  battle  had  turned  in  Tehran's  favor.  (An 
Iranian  victory  was  even  less  appetizing  a  prospect  for  the  Kremlin  than 
an  Iraqi  one.)  Some  of  the  details  of  the  relatively  impotent  Soviet  role 
in  this  long  and  bloody  struggle  are  examined  in  chapter  7. 

Finally,  the  general  lessons  to  be  learned  from  these  separate  analyses 
of  specific  cases  for  our  understanding  of  the  nature  of  influence  rela¬ 
tionships  between  great  and  lesser  powers  are  discussed  in  the  conclu¬ 
sion. 

One  parenthetical  note  should  be  added  here  about  what  analysts 
interested  in  the  Middle  East  may  regard  as  a  peculiar  omission,  a  lack 
of  systematic  consideration  of  the  Soviet  role  in  Iraqi-Syrian  relations. 
Geography  has  made  Iraq  and  Syria  neighbors,  and  history  has  provided 
an  additional  bond  in  that  both  are  ruled  by  what  are  supposed  to  be  two 
branches  of  the  same  party  (the  Ba'th).  However,  the  relationship  be¬ 
tween  these  two  "fraternal"  states  has  occasionally  bordered  on  the 
fratricidal,  and  even  in  calmer  periods  can  be  described  as  at  best  "sib¬ 
ling  tolerance."  Thus,  the  Kremlin  apparently  recognized  early  on  that 
any  effort  to  involve  itself  directly  in  the  continuing  disputatious  rela¬ 
tionship  between  two  nations  in  which  it  sought  influence  was  a  no- 
win  situation.  Therefore,  it  has  generally  tended  to  maintain  a  prudent 
distance  from  their  conflicts  with  each  other. 

In  other  words,  the  USSR  has  attempted  to  foster  good  relations  with 
Syria  for  whatever  entry  and  leverage  such  a  link  might  provide  for 
Moscow  in  the  Arab-Israeli  sector12  and  to  focus  its  ties  to  Iraq  upon  its 
concern  with  Gulf  affairs.  While  Iraq  has  had  some  long-term  involve¬ 
ment  in  the  Arab-Israeli  dispute,  the  Soviet  leadership  apparently  con¬ 
cluded  that  Baghdad  will  inevitably  play  a  secondary  role  in  that  arena. 
Thus,  although  Iraq  assigns  considerable  importance  to  its  role  in  Pan- 
Arab  affairs  (as  a  matter  of  national  pride)  and,  therefore,  to  its  relation¬ 
ship  with  Syria,  Moscow  has  remained  ostentatiously  aloof  from  the 
intervening  squabbles  between  Baghdad  and  Damascus.  That  being  the 
case,  an  early  decision  was  made  not  to  devote  separate  attention  to  the 
minor  Soviet  role  in  Iraqi-Syrian  affairs,  but  instead  to  focus  southward 
to  the  primary  object  of  Soviet  interest  with  regard  to  Iraq's  foreign 
policy,  the  Persian/ Arabian  Gulf.13 


■  1  Soviet-Iraqi  Relations,  1958-1980 


When  a  military  coup  overthrew  the  pro-Western  monarchy  in  Baghdad 
in  July  1958,  the  Kremlin,  led  by  irrepressible  Nikita  Khrushchev,  ex¬ 
pressed  a  great  deal  of  interest  in  the  newly  created  republic.  This  was 
not  surprising.  Iraq  had  by  then  emerged  as  an  important  Arab  state 
whose  population  base  and  economic  potential  (above  all  its  huge  oil 
reserves)  propelled  it  into  a  position  of  leadership  in  a  region  engaged  in 
shaking  off  the  colonial  tutelage  and  in  asserting  its  political  and, 
eventually,  economic  independence  from  the  Western  "imperialist" 
powers. 

The  aspirations  and  the  actions  of  the  Iraqi  military  corresponded 
closely — or  so  it  seemed  to  the  Kremlin — to  the  analysis  of  the  situa¬ 
tion  in  the  Third  World  which  Khrushchev  developed  in  the  mid-1950s. 
Specifically,  the  Soviet  leader  rejected  the  ideological  precept  which 
Stalin  adhered  to  in  the  post-World  War  II  period.  It  will  be  recalled  that, 
according  to  Stalin's  "two  camp"  view  of  the  world,  "those  who  are  not 
with  us,  are  against  us."  Since  only  the  communists  were  working  for 
"proletarian"  revolutions  and  since  the  native  leaders  of  the  emerging 
Third  World  countries  were  not  communists,  they  were  automatically 
relegated  to  the  enemy  camp.  This  narrow  definition,  explained  by 
Stalin's  preoccupation  with  more  pressing  problems  (such  as  postwar 
reconstruction  and  absorption  of  Eastern  Europe  into  the  communist 
system,  to  name  but  the  most  obvious  ones),  deprived  the  USSR  of 
an  opportunity  to  cooperate  with  the  national  liberation  movements 
which  were  sweeping  across  Asia  (and,  later,  Africa)  and  to  benefit 
directly  from  the  breakup  of  the  colonial  empires  which  began  after  the 
end  of  World  War  II. 

In  contrast  to  Stalin,  Khrushchev  recognized  that  the  policies  and 
actions  of  many  national  liberation  movements  were  complementary 
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to  the  objectives  which  the  Soviet  government  was  pursuing  in  the 
international  arena.  Specifically,  the  "national  bourgeoisie"  of  the  "co¬ 
lonial  and  dependent"  Third  World  countries  were  bent  on  securing  the 
political  and  economic  independence  of  their  respective  states.  In  the 
process,  the  newly  independent  countries  as  well  as  those  struggling  to 
achieve  their  independence  were  undermining  the  entire  "capitalist" 
system  which,  according  to  Marx  and  Lenin,  had  thrived  on  economic 
exploitation  and  politico-military  control  of  the  "colonial  hinterland." 
Adopting  this  Leninist  interpretation  to  current  conditions,  Khrush¬ 
chev  argued  that  "those  who  are  not  against  us,  are  with  us  (at  least  for 
the  time  being)."  In  line  with  this  approach,  he  extended  superpower 
competition  to  the  Third  World  and  offered  military,  economic,  and 
technical  support  to  any  anti-Western  developing  country  that  asked  for 
Soviet  assistance.  The  results  of  the  change  in  Soviet  policy  were  out¬ 
wardly  impressive:  a  number  of  important  Third  World  countries — 
among  them  India,  Indonesia,  Burma,  Egypt,  Syria,  Ghana,  and,  subse¬ 
quently,  Iraq — declared  their  friendship  for  and  improved  relations  with 
the  USSR  and  sided  with  it  on  a  number  of  international  problems  in 
which  Moscow  was  directly  involved.  In  no  instance,  however,  did  the 
leaders  of  the  "positive  neutralist"  (later  nonaligned)  states  compromise 
their  own  national  interests  or  become  Soviet  stooges.  In  any  event, 
in  pursuing  his  grandiose  scheme  of  attacking  the  colonial  empires 
through  their  Asian  and  African  "backyards"  regardless  of  the  costs 
involved,  Khrushchev  strained  Soviet  resources.  He  was  ultimately 
accused  in  the  Politburo  of  "hare-brained  schemes,"  and  the  task  of 
introducing  some  rationality  into  Moscow's  relations  with  its  Third 
World  clients  was  left  to  Leonid  Brezhnev,  who  assumed  power  in  1964. 

As  a  result  of  the  reappraisal  of  Soviet  policies  in  the  Third  World,  the 
Kremlin's  ambitions  were  scaled  down  significantly.  Military,  eco¬ 
nomic,  and  technical  assistance  were  still  made  available  to  important 
clients,  but  the  overriding  factor  was  no  longer  their  abstract  "contribu¬ 
tion"  to  the  "struggle  against  capitalism"  but  some  practical  advantage 
which  they  offered  the  USSR  in  its  quest  to  protect  and  advance  its 
national  interests.  In  addition,  Moscow  endeavored  also  to  woo  some 
openly  pro-Western  Third  World  states,  such  as  Mohammed  Reza 
Shah's  Iran  and  Turkey  and  Pakistan.  Thus,  Brezhnev's  Kremlin  con¬ 
tinued  to  adhere  to  the  bipolar  view  of  the  world  and  remained  com¬ 
mitted  to  the  concept  of  global  competition,  which  it  pursued  vigor¬ 
ously,  with  the  "capitalist"  West  and  its  leading  exponent,  the  United 
States.  In  this  sense,  Brezhnev  did  not  differ  from  Khrushchev.  Brezhnev 
also  shared  his  predecessor's  view  that  the  newly  independent  states 
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had  an  important  role  to  play  in  the  worldwide  competition  between 
the  two  antagonistic  systems.  However,  although  agreeing  on  principle, 
the  two  leaders  disagreed  on  the  question  of  benefits  which  the  USSR 
should  be  deriving  from  an  association  with  a  Third  World  client.  Al¬ 
though  Khrushchev  did  not  view  utility  as  an  important  issue,  to  Brezh¬ 
nev,  it  became  a  major  consideration.  A  closer  look  at  the  countries 
which,  in  the  1970s,  emerged  as  Moscow's  main  Third  World  clients 
supports  this  proposition. 

Geopolitically,  Vietnam,  Somalia  (later  Ethiopia),  South  Yemen  (the 
PDRY),  Egypt,  Syria,  Angola,  and  Cuba  were  all  important  regional 
actors  which  also,  at  one  time  or  another,  had  made  some  of  their  naval 
and  air  facilities  available  to  the  Soviet  navy  and  air  force.  Iraq,  too,  fell 
into  this  category,  but  its  importance  to  the  USSR  was  enhanced  by  its 
location  in  the  Persian  Gulf,  a  region  which,  because  of  its  enormous  oil 
resources,  had  attracted  a  great  deal  of  Western  attention.  Baghdad's 
anti-Western  credentials  and  policies,  directed  at  undermining  "imperi¬ 
alist"  positions  and  influence,  were  in  harmony  with  Moscow's  own 
position.  Last  but  not  least,  Iraq  belonged  to  a  small  group  of  Third 
World  clients  which,  because  of  their  economic  wealth,  were  able  to 
secure  Soviet  military  and  industrial  equipment  in  exchange  for  hard 
currency  or  oil.  All  of  these  considerations  made  Iraq  a  particularly 
important  and  attractive  client,  explaining  the  relative  benevolence 
with  which  it  was  treated  by  Brezhnev's  Kremlin  in  spite  of  occasion¬ 
ally  grave  provocations. 


Background 

Diplomatic  relations  between  Iraq  and  the  Soviet  Union  were  first 
established  in  1944,  during  the  latter  stages  of  World  War  II.  They  were 
broken  off  in  1955  by  Prime  Minister  Nuri  al-Said  after  Moscow  crit¬ 
icized  his  government's  decision  to  join  the  Baghdad  Pact. 1  In  July  1 9  5  8, 
following  the  coup  that  brought  Colonel  Abd  al-Kerim  Kassem  to 
power,  the  USSR  promptly  recognized  the  Iraqi  Republic.  This  initia¬ 
tive  and  the  subsequent  improvement  in  Moscow-Baghdad  relations 
were  based,  above  all,  on  the  Kremlin's  appreciation  of  the  anti-Western 
stance  adopted  by  the  republican  regime.  In  late  1958  Iraq  and  the  USSR 
signed  their  first  trade  and  military  assistance  agreements.  In  addition 
to  East-West  competition,  Moscow's  support  of  Kassem  coincided  with, 
and  was  influenced  by,  the  deterioration  of  relations  between  Baghdad 
and  Cairo.  As  the  crisis  unfolded,  the  Soviets  sided  with  Iraq.  They  did 
so,  in  part,  because  of  the  Kremlin's  growing  disenchantment  with 
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Gamal  Abd  al-Nasser  and  because,  initially,  Kassem  had  initiated  a 
number  of  "progressive"  reforms.  (Among  other  things,  the  Iraqi  Com¬ 
munist  party  was  allowed,  for  the  first  time,  to  operate  openly  and  in 
relative  freedom  from  government  persecution.)2 

In  March  1959  Baghdad  and  Moscow  signed  another  agreement  pledg¬ 
ing  $137  million  for  Iraq's  economic  development.  In  late  spring  and 
summer  Iraq's  formal  withdrawal  from  the  Baghdad  Pact  was  followed 
by  increased  bilateral  cooperation  in  economic  as  well  as  military 
spheres.3  Relations  cooled  considerably  in  the  period  between  i960  and 
1962,  in  part  as  a  result  of  Kassem's  crackdown  on  the  Iraqi  Communist 
party.4  Nevertheless,  in  spite  of  disenchantment  with  Kassem,  the 
USSR  did  not  curtail  its  economic  and  military  assistance  programs  to 
Iraq.5 

The  Arab  Socialist  Renaissance  party — the  Ba'th  ( Renaissance  in 
Arabic) — staged  its  first  coup  in  Iraq  in  February  1963. 6  Following  the 
atrocities  which  the  government  committed  against  the  Iraqi  Commu¬ 
nist  organization,  relations  between  Baghdad  and  Moscow  deteriorated 
sharply,  and  the  Kremlin  was  pleased  when  the  ruling  Ba'th  party  was 
overthrown  in  November  1963. 7  In  July  1964  the  USSR  resumed  arms 
shipments  to  Iraq,  then  headed  by  Colonel  Abd  al-Salam  Aref,  who  had 
discontinued  government  persecution  of  the  Communist  party  as  well 
as  military  operations  against  the  Kurdish  nationalists  in  the  northern 
part  of  the  country.  In  December  1967,  the  Soviet  Union  undertook  to 
assist  Iraq  in  developing  its  oil  resources  (chapter  2). 


Relations  from  1968-1975 

In  July  1968,  the  Ba'th  returned  to  power  in  Iraq,  an  occasion  that 
Moscow  did  not  seem  to  mind.  The  ruling  Ba'th  and  the  Iraqi  Commu¬ 
nist  party  had,  in  the  meantime,  reached  a  tentative  understanding  not 
to  return  to  the  bloody  confrontation  of  1963  (chapter  4).  Moreover,  the 
Ba'th  was  well  known  for  its  strong  anti-Western,  and  particularly  anti- 
U.S.,  views.  One  of  the  early  manifestations  of  Moscow-Baghdad  rap¬ 
prochement  was  the  Kremlin's  consent,  given  in  1969,  to  provide  Iraq 
with  sizable  quantities  of  modern  arms,  followed  by  economic  and 
technical  aid  agreements.8 

In  the  late  1960s  and  early  1970s  the  Ba'th  made  a  major  effort  to 
consolidate  its  power  in  Iraq  and  to  propel  Baghdad  into  a  position  of 
regional  leadership  in  the  Persian  Gulf  as  well  as  in  the  wider  Arab  East. 
The  party  leaders  recognized  early  on  that  Soviet  support  was  indis¬ 
pensable  for  the  attainment  of  many  of  their  political  and  economic 
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objectives.  Leading  among  the  domestic  problems  were  the  Kurdish 
question  and,  above  all,  the  quest  to  nationalize  the  assets  of  the  West¬ 
ern  oil  companies  operating  in  Iraq.  Because  resolution  of  these  issues 
depended  on  Soviet  cooperation,  the  political  role  of  the  Communist 
party,  in  which  Moscow  was  displaying  an  interest,  became  another 
sensitive  problem  for  the  Ba'th  to  tackle  (chapters  2,  3,  and  4). 

In  general,  in  the  period  between  1968  and  1975,  the  Ba'th  pursued 
policies  which  conformed  to  its  leaders'  perceptions  of  Iraq's  national 
interests.  At  the  same  time,  however,  the  ruling  party  went  out  of  its 
way  in  an  effort  not  to  antagonize  the  USSR.  For  example,  in  1970 
Baghdad  accepted  the  principle  of  Kurdish  autonomy,  a  move  long 
favored  by  Moscow.  In  1971,  the  Ba'th  promulgated  the  draft  National 
Action  Charter,  intended  to  secure  the  political  backing  of  the  Kur¬ 
distan  Democratic  party  and  of  the  Iraqi  Communist  party.  The  latter 
supported  the  Ba'thi  initiative,  but  the  former  did  not.  As  a  result,  when 
relations  between  the  Kurds  and  the  central  government  deteriorated  in 
1972  and  1973,  the  Communists  as  well  as  the  USSR  sided  with  the 
ruling  Ba'th.  Moreover,  as  already  noted,  the  authorities  were  deter¬ 
mined  to  nationalize  the  country's  petroleum  industry,  an  ambition 
which  was  fully  backed  by  Moscow  as  well  as  by  the  Iraqi  Communist 
party. 

In  addition  to  domestic  considerations,  Baghdad  also  needed  Soviet 
support  on  the  regional  as  well  as  on  the  wider  international  scenes. 
Due  to  the  militant  radicalism  of  its  ideology,  Iraq  was  generally  iso¬ 
lated  in  the  Persian  Gulf.  Nevertheless,  as  will  be  shown  in  chapter  5, 
Baghdad's  attention  was  focused  largely  on  its  rivalry  with  neighboring 
Iran.  Because  its  ruler,  Mohammed  Reza  Shah,  was  also  driven  by  an 
ambition  to  play  a  dominant  regional  role,  and  because  relations  be¬ 
tween  the  two  states  were  usually  tense,  Baghdad  felt  the  need  to 
expand  and  modernize  its  armed  forces.  Given  the  Ba'th's  strong  anti- 
Western  bent,  sophisticated  military  equipment  could  have  been  ob¬ 
tained  initially  only  from  the  USSR.  (Of  course,  Soviet  arms  could  have 
been  used  for  other  purposes,  such  as  wars  against  Israel  or,  more  to  the 
point,  in  the  fighting  against  the  Kurds.) 

Moscow's  political  backing  was  secured  in  April  1972,  when  the  two 
states  signed  a  fifteen-year  Treaty  of  Friendship  and  Cooperation.  Based 
on  the  Egyptian  model  of  1971,  the  accord  provided  for  "comprehensive 
cooperation"  in  the  political,  economic,  cultural,  and  "other  fields." 
The  only  direct  references  to  military  cooperation  were  contained  in 
Article  8  (the  signatories  agreed  to  "coordinate  their  positions"  in  case 
of  a  threat  to  peace)  and  in  Article  9  (the  parties  undertook  to  assist  each 
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other  in  strengthening  their  "defense  capabilities").9  In  retrospect,  it 
would  appear  that  the  initiative  for  the  1972  treaty  emanated  from 
Baghdad.  Although  Iraq's  immediate  objective  was  to  nationalize  its  oil 
industry,  the  accord  was  also  intended  generally  to  strengthen  the  do¬ 
mestic  and  international  positions  of  the  Ba'th. 

As  it  turned  out,  the  USSR  proved  willing  to  accommodate  another 
important  Third  World  nation.  (Similar  treaties  had  already  been  signed 
with  India  and  Egypt.)  Strategically,  Iraq  as  well  as  the  People's  Demo¬ 
cratic  Republic  of  Yemen  (PDRY) — the  only  Persian  Gulf-Arabian  pen¬ 
insula  countries  to  have  developed  close  relations  with  the  Soviet 
Union — were  situated  on  the  western  fringes  of  the  Indian  Ocean  in 
which  the  Kremlin  had  developed  an  interest  in  the  late  1960s  and  early 
1970s.  Politically,  in  the  Gulf  and  elsewhere  in  the  Middle  East,  Iraq  had 
emerged  as  a  staunch  opponent  of  "imperialism,  colonialism,  and  Zion¬ 
ism,"  a  line  which,  in  the  main,  corresponded  with  the  Soviet  position. 
To  be  sure,  Moscow  and  Baghdad  differed  on  the  problem  of  Israel's 
existence,  with  the  Ba'th,  but  not  the  Kremlin,  demanding  the  destruc¬ 
tion  of  the  "Zionist  entity."  More  often  than  not,  however,  this  particu¬ 
lar  issue  was  of  little  practical  significance  and  was  submerged  in  the 
vociferous  "anti-imperialist"  and  "anti-Zionist"  propaganda  emanating 
from  both  capitals.  Domestically,  as  noted,  the  USSR  favored  autonomy 
for  the  Kurds  as  well  as  political  freedom  for  the  Iraqi  Communist  party, 
issues  on  which  the  Ba'th  was  initially  prepared  to  give  some  ground. 
Organizationally,  the  Ba'th  had  expressed  an  interest  in  establishing  a 
relatively  close  working  relationship  with  the  Soviet  Communist  party 
(cpsu) — the  Iraqis  wished  to  draw  on  its  long  experience  in  such  mat¬ 
ters  as  imposing  party  control  on  the  executive  branch  of  the  govern¬ 
ment  as  well  as  on  the  military.  Although  not  widely  publicized  in 
either  capital,  the  cpsu  was  not  averse  to  maintaining  a  party-to-party 
relationship  with  the  Ba'th.  Economically,  the  Kremlin  wholeheartedly 
approved  of  Baghdad's  determination  to  nationalize  the  Iraq  Petroleum 
Company  and  its  affiliates.  In  addition  to  obvious  political  advantages, 
the  move  against  major  Western  oil  interests  also  promised  significant 
economic  gains.  In  return  for  Soviet  goods  and  services,  required  in  the 
initial  stages  to  keep  the  petroleum  industry  going,  the  USSR  expected 
to  be  paid  in  hard  currency  or  in  oil.  (Precedents  for  such  exchanges  had 
been  established  before  1972.)  Militarily,  in  contrast,  the  Soviets  gained 
less  than  was  commonly  assumed  in  the  West.  Contrary  to  reports 
circulating  in  the  early  1970s,  no  Iraqi  bases  were  placed  at  the  USSR's 
disposal.  In  retrospect,  it  appears  that  the  Soviet  air  force  and  the  navy 
were  given  limited  access  to  some  Iraqi  military  facilities.  However,  as 
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subsequently  became  apparent,  both  Soviet  use  of  the  Iraqi  airfields  and 
Soviet  naval  visits  to  the  Persian  Gulf  port  of  Umm  Qasr  proved  to  be 
limited  as  well  as  rare. 

Thus,  in  entering  the  1972  treaty,  Iraq  and  the  USSR  were  motivated 
by  enlightened  self-interest — both  endeavored  to  promote  their  respec¬ 
tive  interests  and  were  prepared  to  make  some  concessions  to  achieve 
their  goals.  The  Soviets  extended  Baghdad  important  military  aid  and 
lent  their  political  and  economic  support  to  Iraq's  drive  to  nationalize 
the  Western  oil  companies.  In  return,  the  ruling  Ba'th  eased  its  stance  on 
the  Kurdish  and  communist  problems,  offered  limited  use  of  its  naval 
and  air  facilities,  and,  above  all,  provided  the  USSR  with  important 
economic  opportunities  in  Iraq.  The  bilateral  cooperation  served  their 
interests  well.  Both  countries  derived  important  benefits  from  it,  ex¬ 
plaining  why,  in  the  first  half  of  the  1970s,  the  USSR  and  Iraq  main¬ 
tained  a  relatively  close  military,  political,  and  economic  relationship. 

It  bears  repeating  that  the  initial  delivery  of  Soviet  weapons  to  Iraq 
occurred  in  late  1958,  the  year  of  the  overthrow  of  the  pro-Western 
monarchy.  Another  infusion  of  arms  was  made  in  the  late  1960s.  As  a 
result,  by  mid-1971,  the  USSR  had  supplied  Iraq  with  "no  MiG-21  and 
su-7  fighters,  over  20  helicopters  and  trainers,  100-1 50  tanks,  some  300 
armored  personnel  carriers,  and  about  500  field  guns  and  artillery  rock¬ 
ets."10  After  the  signing  of  the  1972  Treaty  of  Friendship  and  Coopera¬ 
tion,  Baghdad  also  took  delivery  of  SA-3  surface-to-air  (sam)  missiles; 
TU-22  medium-range  bombers  ("the  first  and  [at  the  time]  only  deploy¬ 
ment  of  this  type  of  aircraft  outside  the  Soviet  Union  or  Eastern  Eu¬ 
rope");  Scud  surface-to-surface  missiles  armed  with  conventional  war¬ 
heads;  and  MiG-23  fighters,  then  the  most  advanced  model  available  to 
the  USSR.  The  arrival  of  TU-22S  and  MIG-23S  significantly  improved  the 
effectiveness  of  the  Iraqi  air  force.  Finally,  in  January  1975  Moscow 
undertook  to  supply  an  unspecified  number  of  armored  personnel  car¬ 
riers,  artillery,  missiles,  Osa  patrol  boats,  and  p-6  torpedo  boats.11 

Concurrently,  the  USSR  was  making  an  important  contribution  to 
the  economic  development  of  Iraq.  Shortly  after  the  nationalization  of 
the  Iraq  Petroleum  Company  on  June  1,  1972,  Minister  of  Industry  Taha 
al-Jazrawi  visited  Moscow  and  signed  a  number  of  agreements.  One,  in 
particular,  provided  for  the  repayment  of  all  Soviet  loans  in  oil  "instead 
of  only  70  percent  as  stipulated  previously."  As  a  result,  in  1973  the 
USSR  imported  4  million  tons  of  Iraqi  crude.12 

Nevertheless,  in  spite  of  the  growing  military  and  economic  coopera¬ 
tion  between  the  two  states,  in  1973  and  1974,  the  Kremlin  encountered 
a  major  problem  in  dealing  with  Baghdad.  Economic  in  origin,  it  soon 
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acquired  pronounced  political  overtones.  This,  from  Moscow's  view¬ 
point,  deplorable  situation  was  a  product  of  developments  outside  of 
Soviet  control  as  well  as  of  the  USSR's  own  initiatives.  In  the  former 
category  belong  the  Arab  oil  embargo,  instituted  against  some  Western 
powers  during  the  1973  war,  and  the  concurrent  quadrupling  of  pe¬ 
troleum  prices.  This  and  subsequent  price  increases  made  available  to 
Iraq  and  the  other  producers  vast  sums  of  hard  currency  which  could  be 
utilized  to  foster  economic  development.  Faced  with  a  choice  between 
the  Eastern  and  Western  trading  partners,  Baghdad  showed  a  marked 
preference  for  the  latter.  This  decision,  which  manifested  itself,  in  part, 
in  insistence  on  cash  as  a  basis  for  foreign  trade,  was  generally  thought 
to  have  been  prompted  by  economic  rather  than  political  consider¬ 
ations.  As  noted  by  a  high  Iraqi  official:  "What  we  want  is  the  best 
technology  and  the  fastest  possible  fulfillment  of  orders  and  contracts. 
That  is  more  important  than  the  price."13  Put  differently,  because  West¬ 
ern  expertise  and  technology  were  judged  to  be  by  and  large  superior  to 
those  from  the  Communist  countries,  Iraq  opted  to  do  more  business 
with  the  members  of  the  Western  bloc.  Nevertheless,  this  decision  also 
reflected  a  degree  of  dissatisfaction  with  Soviet  trading  practices.  As 
one  Arab  diplomat  explained  to  C.  L.  Sulzberger  of  the  New  York  Times : 
"When  making  a  business  deal  an  Iraqi  always  thinks  of  four  things  and 
in  the  following  order:  (1)  time  (how  long  it  will  take);  (2)  performance 
(efficiency);  (3)  cost;  and  finally  (4)  the  nationality  of  the  other  partici¬ 
pant.  Russia  .  .  .  has  lost  out  here  by  trying  to  fix  priorities  in  precisely 
the  reverse  order."14 

Moreover,  by  1974  Baghdad  was  also  annoyed  with  some  of  Moscow's 
oil  export  practices.  It  will  be  recalled  that,  in  the  late  1960s  and  early 
1 970s,  when  continuous  quarrels  with  the  Iraq  Petroleum  Company 
had  produced  a  slowdown  in  petroleum  production  and  a  decrease  in 
government  revenues,  Iraq  attempted  to  secure  foreign  credit  and  assist¬ 
ance  in  exchange  for  obligations  of  future  deliveries  of  oil.  As  noted  by 
Edith  Penrose  and  E.  F.  Penrose,  in  1970  the  USSR  consented  "to  in¬ 
crease  its  purchases  of  Iraqi  crude,  but  reserved  the  right  to  export  it  if  it 
so  wished.  .  .  ."  One  year  later,  the  Soviets  "finally  agreed  to  accept 
payment  in  crude  oil  .  .  .  [but  at]  almost  30  per  cent  below  the  posted 
price."  In  1972,  following  the  nationalization  of  the  Iraq  Petroleum 
Company  which  left  Baghdad  with  "very  large  amounts"  of  unsold 
crude,  the  two  states  "signed  ...  a  more  general  agreement  .  .  .  which 
permitted  all  utilized  credits  to  be  repaid  in  crude  oil  and  provided  for  a 
schedule  of  deliveries  through  1980."15 

What  began  as  something  of  an  economic  burden,  however,  soon 
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turned  into  a  bonanza.  After  1973  the  USSR  continued  to  receive  Iraqi 
petroleum  at  the  pre-increase  price  of  below  $3.00  per  barrel  and,  given 
the  oil  shortages  in  the  West,  proceeded  to  make  a  killing.  Specifically, 
the  Soviets  accelerated  petroleum  sales  to  the  Western  countries,  charg¬ 
ing  them  as  much  as  $18  per  barrel.16  Moreover,  in  a  calculated  attempt 
to  expand  old  and  acquire  new  markets,  the  USSR  undersold  the  opec 
producers  by  charging  some  customers  as  little  as  $8.00  per  barrel.  This 
amount  was  $3.65  less  than  the  posted  price  for  Gulf  oil.17 

These  Soviet  machinations  offered  an  intriguing  illustration  of  a 
conflict  between  economic  and  political  interests:  while  increased  sales 
of  petroleum  to  the  West  made  excellent  economic  sense,  they  also 
proved  to  be  a  source  of  considerable  political  embarrassment  in  the 
Middle  East.  (The  Kremlin  had  long  been  at  work  in  an  effort  to  per¬ 
suade  the  Arabs  of  the  "unselfishness"  of  its  assistance.)  Once  the  USSR 
resolved  the  problem  in  the  best  tradition  of  what  Marshall  I.  Gold- 
mann  described  as  "manipulating  entrepreneur(ship),"18  it  was  accused 
by  the  Arab  press  of  making  "massive  profits"  on  the  sale  of  the  Iraqi 
petroleum  and  of  helping  to  "destroy  the  Arab  oil  weapon."19  Subse¬ 
quent  explanation  by  the  New  Times  that  "oil  purchased  in  the  Arab 
countries"  was  sent  with  the  Arabs'  consent  only  to  "other  socialist 
countries"  sounded  hollow  in  view  of  the  fact  that,  in  the  last  quarter  of 
1973,  the  Soviet  Union  sold  petroleum  not  only  to  West  Germany, 
Denmark,  and  Switzerland  but  also  to  the  United  States  and  the  Neth¬ 
erlands — the  primary  targets  of  the  Arab  embargo.  To  add  insult  to 
injury,  this  was  done  at  a  time  when  "some  Soviet  officials  actively 
sought  to  induce  the  Arab  countries  to  withhold  oil  from  the  West."20 

It  is,  of  course,  impossible  to  argue  that  Iraq's  sharp  economic  swing 
to  the  West  was  due  to  Moscow's  petroleum-selling  practices  in  Western 
Europe  at  the  time  of  the  embargo.  After  all,  Iraq  refused  to  cut  down  its 
own  production  and  sales,  the  only  Arab  country  to  do  so.  At  the  same 
time,  the  decision  to  expand  economic  cooperation  with  the  West  may 
well  have  been  influenced  by  what  Baghdad  clearly  perceived  as  Mos¬ 
cow's  double-dealing.  None  of  this  is  to  say  that  Iraq  had  seriously 
considered  breaking  off  with  the  USSR — the  dependence  on  arms  alone 
would  have  precluded  that,  no  matter  what  the  Ba'th's  sentiments 
might  have  been.  But  unsuccessful  efforts  to  get  the  Kremlin  to  explain 
what  it  was  doing  and,  later  in  1974,  to  persuade  the  Soviets  that  they 
were  undercutting  "the  position  of  the  oil  producers  at  a  time  when 
they  were  in  conflict  with  the  US  over  oil  prices"21  no  doubt  provided 
additional  reminders  that  the  USSR,  like  any  other  international  actor, 
was  above  all  concerned  with  advancing  its  own  interests. 
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In  a  similar  vein,  Baghdad  continued  to  enlist  Soviet  and  East  Euro¬ 
pean  help  in  expanding  its  petroleum  production  and  oil-related  in¬ 
frastructure.  In  March  1974,  Iraq  and  the  USSR  signed  a  contract  for  the 
construction  of  a  5 85 -kilometer  pipeline  between  Baghdad  and  Basrah. 
This  was  followed  in  May  by  an  accord  to  expand  production  at  the 
North  Rumailah  field.  "In  return,  the  Soviet  Union  would  obtain  crude 
oil  at  preferential  rates."22  In  November  the  two  states  signed  a  major 
agreement  on  developing  Iraqi  industry,  agriculture,  energy,  petroleum, 
mineral  resources  and  on  training  the  Iraqi  personnel.23 

In  addition,  between  1972  and  1975  the  USSR  and  Iraq  entered  into 
numerous  other  economic,  financial,  and  technical  agreements.  Cut¬ 
ting  across  the  whole  spectrum  of  economic  activity,  these  agreements 
provided  for  Soviet  assistance  in  developing  Iraq's  industry,24  agricul¬ 
ture  (including  irrigation  projects),25  transportation,26  energy,27  fish¬ 
ing,28  manpower  training,29  long-term  planning,30  and,  last  but  not 
least,  "use  of  nuclear  energy  in  industry,  medicine,  science  and  agricul¬ 
ture."31  Among  the  major  projects  were  the  construction  of  a  power 
station  at  Zigar  (in  southern  Iraq)  at  a  cost  of  88  million  Iraqi  dinars  (id), 
more  than  $300  million,  and  of  an  iron  and  steel  complex  at  Basrah.32 
As  in  the  past,  most  of  these  projects  were  financed  by  oil.  Thus,  of  the 

325.4  million  rubles  of  Iraqi  exports  to  the  Soviet  Union  in  1975,  320.4 
million  were  in  petroleum.33  As  a  result  of  the  growing  cooperation,  the 
trade  between  the  two  countries  expanded  dramatically,  rising  from 

49.4  million  rubles  in  1968  to  322.1  million  rubles  in  1973,  453.1 
million  rubles  in  1974, 34  and  596.2  million  rubles  in  1975. 35  In  addition 
to  the  USSR,  the  energy-poor  countries  of  Eastern  Europe  were  also  able 
to  secure  some  Iraqi  petroleum  in  exchange  for  contributions  to  Iraq's 
economic  development.  As  a  result,  in  July  1975,  Iraq  was  admitted  to 
Comecon,  Eastern  Europe's  regional  economic  cooperation  commu¬ 
nity,  with  the  status  of  observer.36 

Even  more  notable,  in  terms  of  the  long-range  economic  and  political 
repercussions,  were  the  successes  scored  by  the  Iraqi  government  in  its 
efforts  to  secure  Western  markets  for  its  oil  after  the  nationalization  of 
the  Iraq  Petroleum  Company.  During  the  visit  of  Saddam  Hussein,  the 
civilian  leader  of  the  Ba'th  and  vice-chairman  of  the  Revolutionary 
Command  Council,  to  France  in  1972,  a  ten-year  agreement  was 
reached  enabling  Compagnie  Fran^aise  des  Petroles,  which  had  323.75 
percent  share  in  the  Iraq  Petroleum  Company,  to  purchase  an  equiv¬ 
alent  amount  of  the  nationalized  oil.37  In  another  important  develop¬ 
ment,  Italy  undertook  to  increase  its  imports  above  the  total  of  20 
million  tons  over  a  ten-year  period  agreed  to  in  March  1972.38  The 
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French  and  Italian  accords  were  followed  by  large-scale  purchase  con¬ 
tracts  with  Brazil  and  Spain.39  As  a  result  of  these  measures  and  of  the 
deals  struck  with  its  Soviet  and  East  European  customers,  Iraq  suc¬ 
cessfully  averted  the  threat  of  a  potential  boycott  by  the  major  Western 
petroleum  companies.40 

In  any  event,  the  rapid  increase  in  petroleum  production  after  the 
nationalization  of  the  Iraq  Petroleum  Company,  coupled  with  the  rise 
in  the  price  of  oil,  enabled  Baghdad  to  initiate  an  accelerated  economic 
development  program.  One  of  its  striking  features  was  the  assignment 
of  the  bulk  of  the  petroleum-related  projects  to  the  Western  countries 
and  not,  as  was  initially  assumed,  to  the  USSR  and  its  allies.  For  exam¬ 
ple,  in  1973  the  Iraq  National  Oil  Company  and  the  U.S.  firm  of  Brown 
and  Root  negotiated  a  contract  for  the  installation  of  two  deep-water 
terminals  off  Iraq's  southern  coast  and  for  laying  underwater  pipelines 
connecting  the  terminals  with  the  city  of  Faw.  A  West  German  consor¬ 
tium  was  contracted  to  build  the  land  portion  of  the  system.41  In  1974, 
as  part  of  an  elaborate  pipeline  system  connecting  Iraq's  northern, 
southern,  and  western  terminals  and  pumping  stations,  a  West  German 
concern  undertook  to  build  the  Iraqi  section  of  a  980-kilometer  pipeline 
from  Kirkuk  to  the  Turkish  Mediterranean  port  of  Dortyol.42  Japan 
provided  the  pipes  for  this  project  as  well  as  for  the  Baghdad-Basrah 
pipeline.43 

Other  major  oil-related  deals  included  a  $500  million  loan  from  Japan 
for  petroleum  exploration,  negotiated  in  1973;44  another  $1  billion  loan 
from  Japan  to  finance  several  industrial  projects,  including  a  refinery 
and  a  petrochemical  complex,  agreed  to  in  1974;45  and  a  $500  million 
contract  for  the  building  of  a  chemical  fertilizer  plant  at  Khor  al-Zubair, 
awarded  to  a  Japanese  consortium  in  197 5. 46  Another  important  oil-for- 
aid  agreement  was  signed  with  Italy  in  1974.  The  aid,  worth  id  900 
million  (L 1 .3  billion),  was  given  in  exchange  for  10  million  tons  of  crude 
a  year  in  addition  to  Italy's  regular  purchases.  It  was  to  be  used  in 
financing  a  number  of  agricultural  and  industrial  projects,  including 
petrochemical  installations.47 

In  addition  to  petroleum-related  projects,  the  West  also  benefited 
from  the  Iraqi  bonanza  in  a  number  of  other  ways.  The  trend  for  a  steady 
(and,  beginning  in  1974,  dramatic)  expansion  of  trade  was  set  in  1972. 
During  that  year  Iraq's  imports  fell  to  id  234.68  million,  a  drop  of  5.3 
percent  from  1971,  due  to  cuts  in  the  import  program.48  However,  while 
imports  from  the  communist  countries  declined  by  7.8  percent,  imports 
from  Western  Europe  increased  by  15.3  percent  with  "Great  Britain 
regaining]  its  place  as  Iraq's  leading  supplier."49  In  1973  the  USSR 
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Table  i  Iraq's  Trade  with  the  Industrial  West  and  the  USSR/Eastem  Europe* 


1971 

1972 

1973 

1974 

1975 

Imports: 

West 

383 

363 

468 

1,429 

3T76 

USSR/EE 

165 

167 

190 

297 

298 

Exports: 

West 

1,257 

15 

16 

16 

5,068 

USSR/EE 

18 

10 

1 1 

4 

788 

Total  Trade: 

West 

1,640 

378 

482 

i,44S 

8,244 

USSR/EE 

183 

177 

201 

301 

1,086 

'All  figures  in  millions  of  U.S.  dollars. 

Sources:  United  Nations,  Yearbook  of  International  Trade  Statistics,  1972-1973,  p.  396; 
1977,  1513- 


temporarily  emerged  as  Iraq's  leading  importer  only  to  lose  this  distinc¬ 
tion  to  Japan  in  1974  and  1975. 

Among  the  Western  powers,  France  played  a  particularly  important 
role  in  the  development  of  Iraq.  In  1974  alone,  during  Prime  Minister 
Jacques  Chirac's  visit  to  Baghdad,  the  two  countries  signed  contracts 
worth  more  than  $2  billion.50  Among  the  major  projects  were  steel, 
aluminum,  and  cement  plants.51  In  March  1975,  France  contracted  to 
undertake  nine  agricultural  projects,  worth  approximately  $1.4  billion, 
and,  in  September,  agreed  to  provide  scientific  and  technical  assistance 
in  developing  an  Iraqi  nuclear  energy  program.52  It  was  at  this  time  that 
Baghdad  also  expressed  an  interest  in  purchasing  "sophisticated  French 
weapons,"  an  initiative  which  eventually  resulted  in  the  emergence  of 
France  as  Iraq's  number  two  supplier  of  modern  armaments,  second 
only  to  the  USSR.53  The  Baghdad-Paris  rapprochement  led  to  the  de¬ 
scription  of  the  Iraqi-French  relationship  as  "privileged"  and  "ex¬ 
tremely  cordial,"  a  noteworthy  definition  when  compared  to  the  phrase 
"strategic  alliance,"  coined  later  in  the  decade  to  describe  the  relations 
between  Baghdad  and  Moscow. 

Thus,  Iraq's  vastly  increased  revenues  from  the  sale  of  oil,  coupled 
with  the  capital  borrowed  from  the  industrial  nations,  resulted  in  an 
economic  boom  of  major  proportions.  In  1974  alone,  Baghdad  received 
more  than  $6  billion  from  the  petroleum  exports.  Of  this  amount,  $4.5 
billion  were  spent  on  imports.54  It  is  highly  noteworthy,  however,  that 
the  heavy  plunge  into  international  commerce  for  the  purpose  of  ac- 
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quiring  capital,  goods,  and  services  needed  to  implement  Iraq's  "de¬ 
velopment  explosion"  effected  a  marked  shift  in  the  country's  trade 
policy.  Whereas  before  1974  Iraq  relied  to  a  considerable  extent  on 
barter  deals  with  the  USSR  and  the  countries  of  Eastern  Europe,  the 
main  beneficiaries  in  1974  and  later  were  the  developed  industrial 
nations  of  the  West  (table  1).  As  noted,  the  main  reasons  for  the  switch 
were  the  vast  amounts  of  hard  currency  earned  from  the  sale  of  pe¬ 
troleum  and  the  natural  preference  for  the  superior  quality  of  most 
Western  products. 


Relations  from  1975-1980 

In  his  perceptive  study  of  Soviet-Iraqi  relations,  Francis  Fukuyama 
noted,  correctly,  that  "early  1975  was  the  high  tide  of  Soviet  influence  in 
Iraq."  Russian  military  supplies  were  reaching  Baghdad  in  unprece¬ 
dented  numbers  and  contributed  to  the  "solution"  of  the  Kurdish  ques¬ 
tion.55  Relations  between  the  Ba'th  and  the  Iraqi  Communist  party  were 
outwardly  cordial — the  Communists  held  three  seats  in  the  Iraqi  cabi¬ 
net  and  the  two  organizations  were  cooperating  in  the  National  Front. 
The  Ba'th  was  also  maintaining  close  organizational  contacts  with  the 
cpsu.  Finally,  having  nationalized  the  Iraq  Petroleum  Company,  Bagh¬ 
dad  continued  to  rely  on  the  USSR  for  economic  and  technical  assist¬ 
ance.  In  exchange  for  Soviet  goods  and  services,  Iraq  paid  cash  or  bar¬ 
tered  oil — from  Moscow's  viewpoint,  a  highly  desirable  arrangement. 

This,  to  the  Kremlin,  fortuitous  state  of  affairs  proved  to  be  rather 
short-lived,  however.  In  the  latter  1970s,  slowly  but  surely,  Iraq  began  to 
assert  itself  against  its  Soviet  patron.  In  retrospect,  this  turn  of  events 
was  made  possible  by  two  previously  mentioned,  unrelated  events:  the 
dramatic  rise  in  the  price  of  petroleum  effected  after  the  1973  war,  and 
the  defeat  of  the  Kurds  in  the  spring  of  1975. 

The  former  provided  Iraq  with  huge  amounts  of  cash,  enabling 
Baghdad  to  meet  its  military  and  economic  needs  not  only  in  the  USSR 
and  Eastern  Europe  but  also  in  the  West.  The  collapse  of  the  Kurdish 
resistance  released  Iraq  from  heavy  dependence  on  Soviet  arms  and  on 
Russian  political  support,  designed  to  offset  the  backing  extended  to  the 
Kurds  by  Iran,  Israel,  and,  indirectly,  the  United  States.  In  short,  it  was 
the  combination  of  full  economic  independence  and  of  the  military 
victory  over  the  Kurds  that  enabled  Baghdad  to  pursue  its  interests  in 
relative  disregard  of  Moscow's  wishes.  Under  these  circumstances, 
areas  of  disagreement  which  the  Ba'th  intentionally  suppressed  earlier 
in  the  decade  resurfaced,  shedding  light  on  the  incompatibility  of  some 
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of  the  basic  Soviet  and  Iraqi  interests.  Consequently,  Moscow-Baghdad 
relations  deteriorated  sharply,  reaching  a  near  breaking  point  in  the 
period  between  1978  and  1980.  The  most  publicized  domestic  issue 
over  which  the  USSR  and  Iraq  confronted  each  other  was  the  fate  of  the 
Iraqi  Communist  party. 

In  1975,  as  a  result  of  the  normalization  of  relations  between  Baghdad 
and  Tehran,  of  the  successful  completion  of  the  war  against  the  Kurds, 
and  of  the  growing  economic  independence  from  the  Soviet  Union,  the 
National  Front  between  the  Ba'th  and  the  Communist  party  lost  much 
of  its  previous  importance  to  the  Iraqi  government.  As  will  be  shown  in 
chapter  4,  relations  between  the  two  organizations  deteriorated  in  1976 
and  1977,  when  the  Communists,  backed  by  Moscow,  continued  to 
exert  pressure  on  the  Ba'th  for  a  larger  role  in  governing  Iraq.  The  ruling 
party  struck  back  in  May  1978  when  twenty-one  Communists  were 
executed  on  charges  of  plotting  to  overthrow  the  government.  Further 
repressive  actions  followed  and,  by  the  end  of  the  decade,  the  Marxist 
organization  ceased  to  exist  as  one  of  Iraq's  important  political  forces. 
The  Kremlin  interceded  with  the  Ba'th  on  behalf  of  the  Iraqi  Commu¬ 
nist  party.  As  the  authorities  were  in  no  mood  to  compromise,  however, 
the  Soviet  efforts  were  in  vain,  contributing  to  the  sharp  deterioration  of 
Moscow-Baghdad  relations. 

In  addition  to  the  differences  which  arose  from  the  Ba'th's  treatment 
of  the  Communists,  Iraq  and  the  USSR  were  also  divided  over  several 
important  foreign  policy  issues.  For  one  thing,  they  supported  the  op¬ 
posing  sides  in  the  Ogaden  conflict  (1977-1978),  which  pitted  Somalia 
against  Ethiopia,  and  in  Addis  Ababa's  war  against  the  secession- 
minded  nationalists  in  the  province  of  Eritrea.  During  his  1977  visit  to 
Moscow,  Saddam  Hussein  reportedly  urged  the  USSR  to  discontinue 
aiding  Ethiopia.  Otherwise,  he  admonished  his  Kremlin  hosts,  they 
would  "lose"  both  Somalia  and  Eritrea.  According  to  al-Thawrah,  offi¬ 
cial  organ  of  the  Iraqi  Ba'th,  the  Soviets  chose  to  disregard  Saddam  Hus¬ 
sein's  advice  and,  as  a  result,  "had  harmed  . . .  [their]  own  interests."  For 
its  part,  al-Thawrah  promised  Iraq's  unequivocal  support  both  for  So¬ 
malia  and  for  the  "Eritrean  revolution."56  In  May  1978  Baghdad  warned 
Moscow  that  Soviet  aircraft,  carrying  military  supplies  to  Addis  Ababa, 
would  not  be  permitted  to  refuel  on  Iraqi  territory  if  the  USSR  con¬ 
tinued  to  support  the  Ethiopian  campaign  in  Eritrea.  The  threat  was 
reportedly  carried  into  effect.57 

In  the  spring  of  1978  Iraq  also  chose  to  confront  the  USSR  in  the  Arab- 
Israeli  sector.  The  Ba'th's  fortnightly  review  al-Rasid  argued  that  "basic 
differences"  continued  to  separate  Moscow  and  Baghdad.  The  Soviet 
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Union  remained  committed  to  the  concept  of  Israel's  existence,  while 
Iraq  insisted  on  its  liquidation  leading  to  the  "liberation"  and  independ¬ 
ence  of  Arab  Palestine.  On  a  more  mundane  but  no  less  annoying  level, 
the  authorities  ordered  that  the  Soviet  embassy,  situated  near  the  of¬ 
fices  of  President  Ahmad  Hasan  al-Bakr,  be  moved  to  a  more  remote 
location.  The  Russians  balked  and  obliged  only  after  their  electricity 
and  water  had  been  cut  off.58  Finally,  in  1978  and  1979  Moscow  and 
Baghdad  clashed  over  the  events  in  North  and  South  Yemen59  and 
especially  over  the  Soviet  invasion  of  Afghanistan.  They  also  differed 
significantly  in  their  evaluation  of  and  in  their  respective  policies  to¬ 
ward  the  emerging  fundamentalist  regime  in  Tehran  (chapter  6).  Nev¬ 
ertheless,  even  in  the  late  1970s  Baghdad  and  Moscow  shied  away  from 
a  total  breakdown  in  their  relations.  In  June  1978,  when  the  Syrian 
foreign  minister  stated  that  Iraq  was  about  to  abrogate  the  1972  Treaty 
of  Friendship  and  Cooperation  with  the  USSR,  a  high  Iraqi  official 
countered  that  "our  strategic  alliance  with  the  Soviet  Union  will  not 
change."60 

Iraq's  reluctance  to  break  with  the  Soviet  Union  can  be  explained  by 
the  following  considerations:  in  the  late  1970s  Baghdad  continued  to 
harbor  far-reaching  regional  and  international  ambitions.  Having  his¬ 
torically  been  a  proponent  of  "radical,"  that  is,  anti-Western  brand  of 
Arab  nationalism,  Iraq  regarded  the  United  States  as  its  major  interna¬ 
tional  adversary.  Under  these  circumstances,  association  with  the 
USSR  "strengthened"  its  "progressive"  credentials.  Neither  did  the  to¬ 
tal  alienation  of  the  Soviet  Union  make  any  practical  sense.  Although, 
in  the  latter  1970s,  Iraq  continued  its  efforts  to  diversify  the  sources  of 
military  and  economic  supplies,  the  USSR  remained  an  important  pro¬ 
vider  of  both  war  materiel  and  of  other  types  of  goods  and  services. 
For  its  part,  Moscow,  too,  had  no  interest  in  breaking  with  Baghdad. 
Staunchly  "anti-imperialist"  in  its  orientation,  Iraq  opposed  many  of 
Washington's  policies  in  the  Middle  East,  ranging  from  outright  con¬ 
demnation  of  the  Camp  David  process  and  of  the  resulting  peace  treaty 
between  Israel  and  Egypt  to  resistance  to  American  initiatives  in  the 
Persian  Gulf. 

In  short,  in  the  late  1970s  relations  between  Iraq  and  the  USSR  were 
marked  by  a  significant  coincidence  of  interests  with  respect  to  Ameri¬ 
can  policies  in  the  Arab-Israeli  sector  as  well  as  in  the  Persian  Gulf  and 
by  concurrent  conflicts  over  Moscow's  own  political  and  military  ac¬ 
tivities  in  the  Horn  of  Africa,  the  Gulf,  and  Afghanistan.  As  noted,  the 
Kremlin  was  also  unhappy  with  Baghdad's  handling  of  the  Iraqi  Com¬ 
munist  party.  Put  differently,  the  conflicts  accounted  for  occasionally 
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bitter  strains  in  Soviet-Iraqi  relations,  but  their  partially  overlapping 
interests  ensured  that  these  relations  would  not  be  broken. 

Specifically,  in  October  1976  the  USSR  and  Iraq  concluded  another 
arms  agreement,  providing  for  the  delivery  of  T-62  tanks  and  of  addi¬ 
tional  Scud  missiles.  Valued  at  $300  million,  these  systems  were  to  be 
delivered  in  1979. 61  In  1977  the  Soviets  undertook  to  supply  Iraq  with 
IL-76  long-range  military  transport  planes  and  generally  to  upgrade  its 
air  force  by  means  of  additional  mig-hs  and  MIG-23S.62  Finally,  in  1979, 
in  the  last  major  deal  concluded  before  the  outbreak  of  the  Iran-Iraq  war 
in  September  1980,  the  USSR  contracted  to  supply  Baghdad  with  mi-8 
helicopters,  MiG-23  and  MiG-27  fighters,  and  MiG-25  fighter-reconnais¬ 
sance  aircraft.  The  ground  forces  were  to  be  strengthened  by  means  of 
SP-73  and  sp-74  self-propelled  howitzers.63  As  a  result,  by  1979,  Iraq  had 
emerged  as  Moscow's  main  Third  World  recipient  of  modern  weaponry. 
This  point  is  best  illustrated  by  the  statistics  in  Table  2. 

To  recapitulate,  in  the  period  between  1964  and  1973,  Iraq  ranked 
fifth  on  the  list  of  major  Third  World  recipients  of  Soviet  military  aid 
behind  Egypt,  North  Vietnam  ($2,090  million),  India  ($1,273  million), 
and  Syria.64  Between  1974  and  1978,  in  contrast,  Iraq  moved  into  first 
place,  followed  by  Libya  and  Syria.  It  is  equally  important,  however, 
that,  whereas  in  the  earlier  period  the  USSR,  Czechoslovakia,  and  Po¬ 
land  (with  deliveries  worth  $742  million,  $77  million,  and  $3  million, 
respectively)  provided  military  assistance  valued  at  $822  million  out  of 
a  total  of  $874  million  spent  by  Baghdad,65  in  the  ensuing  years  the 
noncommunist  suppliers  succeeded  in  significantly  increasing  their 
share  of  the  Iraqi  market.  Thus,  between  1974  and  1978,  the  Soviet  bloc 
countries  exported  arms  and  related  services  valued  at  $3,720  million 
(the  USSR,  $3,600  million;  Czechoslovakia,  $90  million;  and  Poland, 
$30  million)  out  of  Iraq's  total  military  budget  of  $5,300  million.  The 
rest — $1,580  million  (minus  $10  million  for  the  People's  Republic  of 
China) — accrued  to  Western  suppliers  and  Yugoslavia.  Of  this  amount, 
$430  million  went  to  France,  $150  million  to  West  Germany,  $70  mil¬ 
lion  to  Italy,  and  $900  million  to  others,66  among  them  Brazil,  Switzer¬ 
land,  Yugoslavia,  and  Spain.  Put  differently,  between  1964  and  1973,  the 
USSR  and  its  satellites  supplied  90  percent  of  Iraq's  arms  imports.  The 
corresponding  figure  for  1974  through  1978  was  70  percent,  and  the 
downward  trend  continued  in  1979  and  1980. 

In  the  late  1970s  France  became  Iraq's  second-largest  provider  of 
modem  weapons.  The  initial  arms  accord  of  1974  was  followed  by 
agreements  of  1976  and  1977. 67  The  latter,  in  particular,  provided  for 
the  delivery  to  the  Iraqi  air  force  of  forty  Mirage  f-i  fighter  aircraft.68 
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Table  2  Soviet  Arms  Supplies  to  Its  Chief  Arab  Clients,  1964-78* 


1964-73 

1974-78 

Total 

Egypt 

2,305 

430 

2,735 

Syria 

i,iS3 

2,700 

3,853 

Iraq 

742 

3,600 

4,342 

Libya 

— 

3,400 

3,400 

*  All  figures  in  millions  of  U.S.  dollars. 

Sources:  U.S.  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament  Agency,  World  Military  Expenditures  and 
Arms  Transfers,  1963-1973  (Washington,  D.C.,  1975),  p.  70;  1969-1978  (Washington, 
D.C.,  1980],  p.  160. 

Additional  accords  were  negotiated  in  1978  and  1979. 69  The  agreements 
of  1979,  valued  at  $1.5  billion,  represented  a  "trebling  (in  Iraq's]  pur¬ 
chases"  of  French  military  equipment.  France  was  to  be  compensated  by 
"increased  and  guaranteed  oil  supplies."70  Finally,  in  early  1980,  Bagh¬ 
dad  ordered  twenty-four  additional  Mirage  f-i  fighters  at  a  cost  of  $300 
million.71  Among  Iraq's  other  major  noncommunist  arms  suppliers 
were  Brazil  and  Italy. 

In  examining  the  motives  for  Baghdad's  interest  in  diversifying  the 
sources  of  its  arms  supplies,  some  analysts  have  pointed  to  the  report¬ 
edly  unsuccessful  attempts  to  acquire  additional  Soviet  weapons  at  the 
height  of  the  Kurdish  campaign  of  spring  197 5. 72  This  line  of  reasoning 
overlooks  the  fact  that  Iraq's  first  major  arms  deal  with  France  was 
entered  into  in  1974,  well  in  advance  of  the  final  push  in  Kurdistan. 
Moreover,  the  implication  that  Iraq's  decision  to  embark  upon  a  major 
weapons  procurement  and  diversification  program  was  prompted 
mainly  by  the  exigencies  of  the  Kurdish  campaign  neglects  not  only 
Baghdad's  ambition  to  play  a  leading  role  in  Persian  Gulf  and  Middle 
Eastern  politics  but  also  the  fact  that  the  major  perceived  threat  to  Iraq's 
security  was  thought  to  emanate  not  from  the  Kurds  or  even  Israel  but 
from  Iran.  It  will  be  recalled  that  in  the  early  1970s  the  shah  had 
initiated  a  massive  military  buildup  program  intended  to  establish  Iran 
as  the  dominant  power  in  the  Gulf.73  For  this  reason,  Iraq's  drive  to 
upgrade  its  armed  forces  did  not  stop  after  April  1975  when  Tehran  and 
Baghdad  had  temporarily  reconciled  their  differences  and  the  Kurdish 
uprising  had  been  subdued. 

In  short,  it  stands  to  reason  that  Iraq's  decision  to  build  up  its  armed 
forces  was  prompted  by  considerations  which  transcended  the  needs  of 
the  Kurdish  campaign.  The  decision  to  diversify,  on  the  other  hand,  was 
no  doubt  dictated  by  the  desire  not  to  depend  exclusively  on  one  source. 
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No  matter  how  friendly  at  any  given  time,  one  supplier  could  seriously 
inhibit  Iraq's  freedom  of  action  by  denying  weapons  when  they  were 
needed  most.  The  Ba'th  was  well  aware  of  the  incompatibility  of  some 
of  the  respective  Iraqi  and  Soviet  interests  and  hence  of  a  possible 
temptation  on  Moscow's  part  to  influence  Baghdad's  policies  by  with¬ 
holding  the  supply  of  arms.74 

Be  that  as  it  may,  by  the  mid-1970s  Iraq  had  made  a  determined  effort 
to  diversify  the  sources  of  its  military  supplies.  However,  because  it 
takes  years  to  translate  orders  for  sophisticated  weapons  systems  (such 
as  aircraft)  into  actual  deliveries,  by  1980  Baghdad  remained  dependent 
on  the  USSR  for  the  continued  supply  of  much  of  its  modern  equipment 
as  well  as  for  maintenance  and  training.  (Some  two  thousand  Soviet 
military  and  civilian  advisers  were  reportedly  present  in  Iraq  in  early 
1980.)75  The  following  breakdown  of  some  of  the  major  weapons  sys¬ 
tems  available  to  Iraq  in  mid- 1980  (i.e.,  shortly  before  the  outbreak  of 
the  war  with  Iran)  will  illustrate  this  point.  The  air  force  included  five 
interceptor  squadrons,  consisting  of  1 1 5  mig-2  1  aircraft,  and  twelve 
fighter-bomber  squadrons.  In  this  group  were  four  squadrons  of  mig- 
23BS  (eighty  planes),  three  squadrons  of  SU-7BS  (forty  planes),  and  four 
squadrons  of  su-2os  (sixty  planes).  This  category  included  also  one 
squadron  of  British-made  Hunter  FB59/FR10S  (fifteen  planes).  In  addi¬ 
tion,  the  air  force  had  one  squadron  of  TU-22  medium-range  bombers 
(twelve  planes)  and  one  squadron  of  light  iL-28  bombers  (ten  planes). 
Thus,  of  the  total  of  332  combat  aircraft  available  to  Iraq  in  1980,  317 
had  been  supplied  by  the  USSR.  The  air  force  also  had  at  its  disposal 
eleven  helicopter  squadrons,  consisting  of  276  craft.  Of  these,  169  were 
Soviet-made  (thrity-five  MI-4S,  fifteen  mi-6s,  seventy-eight  mi-8s,  and 
twenty-four  MI-24S),  a  hundred  were  manufactured  in  France  (forty- 
seven  Alouette  Ills,  ten  Super  Frelons,  forty  Gazelles,  and  three  Pumas) 
and  seven  in  Great  Britain  (Wessex  Mk  52s).  With  the  exception  of  two 
French-made  Heron  planes,  Iraq's  two  transport  squadrons  consisted  of 
fifty-four  Soviet-made  aircraft  (nine  an-2S,  eight  an- 12s,  eight  AN-24S, 
two  an-26s,  twelve  IL-76S,  two  TU-124S,  and  thirteen  IL-14S).  The  anti¬ 
aircraft  missiles  (sam-2s,  SAM-3S,  and  twenty-five  sam-6  batteries)  had 
all  been  provided  by  the  USSR.  On  order,  but  not  yet  delivered,  were  150 
MIG-23S,  MIG-25S,  and  MIG-27S  from  the  Soviet  Union,  sixty  Mirage  f 
ic/ ibs  and  c-160  transports  from  France,  as  well  as  a  number  of  Soviet 
and  French  helicopters.76 

The  composition  of  the  Iraqi  navy  provided  another  illustration  of 
Baghdad's  continued  dependence  on  the  USSR.  Although,  in  1979  and 
1980,  major  orders  for  frigates  and  corvettes  had  been  placed  in  Italy,  the 
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navy,  on  the  eve  of  the  Gulf  war,  consisted  of  the  following  vessels,  all  of 
them  Soviet-made:  twelve  guided  missile  patrol  boats,  twelve  torpedo 
boats,  five  large  patrol  craft,  ten  coastal  patrol  craft,  five  minesweepers, 
and  four  landing  craft.  Finally,  of  the  Iraqi  army's  tank  force  of  2,850 
machines,  all  but  two  hundred  had  been  supplied  by  the  Soviet  Union.77 

Attempts  at  diversification  were  even  more  pronounced  in  the  gen¬ 
eral  sphere  of  Iraq's  foreign  economic  relations.  The  USSR  and  the 
states  of  Eastern  Europe  were  by  no  means  precluded  from  taking  part  in 
the  country's  economic  boom,  but  the  ratio  of  their  participation,  un¬ 
like  that  of  the  industrial  West,  was  steadily  declining.  Thus,  Iraq's 
imports  from  the  communist  world  fell  from  a  high  of  24.6  percent  in 
1973  to  a  low  of  6.9  percent  in  1979.  The  corresponding  figures  for  the 
Western  industrial  countries,  in  contrast,  rose  from  50.7  percent  to  a 
high  of  77.2  percent.78 

Another  important  indicator  of  the  decline  of  Soviet  participation  in 
Iraq's  economic  activity  was  provided  by  the  amount  of  money  bor¬ 
rowed  by  Baghdad  to  finance  some  of  its  development  projects.  In  1975, 
"Soviet  loans  .  .  .  totaled  150  million  rubles"  (approximately  $200 
million).  They  decreased  to  some  75  million  rubles  in  1976  and  to  about 
25  million  rubles  in  1977. 79 

During  this  period,  Soviet  economic  assistance  to  Iraq  centered 
mainly  on  large-scale  irrigation  projects.  Following  the  completion  of 
the  first  stage  of  the  Lake  Tharthar  dam  project  in  1976,  the  USSR 
undertook  to  construct  the  Hindiyyah  dam  on  the  Euphrates  in  south¬ 
ern  Iraq.80  Shortly  afterward,  in  December  1976,  Moscow  won  another 
major  contract  for  four  irrigation  projects  valued  at  id  300  million  (more 
than  $1  billion):  the  Hadithah  and  Habbaniyyah  dams  in  western  Iraq,  a 
canal  from  Lake  Tharthar  to  the  Tigris,  and  the  Kirkuk  irrigation  canal 
in  the  north.81  In  addition,  the  Soviet  Union  participated  in  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  Iraq's  fisheries  and  grain  storage  facilities.82  It  also  contracted 
to  build  a  $337  million  assembly  plant  south  of  Baghdad,  as  well  as  a 
power  station.83  The  plans  for  the  construction  of  the  Kirkuk  Canal,  a 
cement  plant,  a  dam  on  the  Tigris,  and  an  electric  power  station  were 
finalized  in  an  agreement  signed  in  Moscow  in  December  1978.84 

But  the  center  of  gravity  in  Iraq's  international  economic  relations  in 
the  period  between  1976  and  1979  clearly  and  overwhelmingly  shifted 
to  the  industrial  West  (table  3). 

Because  statistics  on  Soviet  imports  from  Iraq  for  the  period  between 
1976  and  1979  are  not  yet  available,  the  evaluation  of  Moscow's  posi¬ 
tion  must  remain  somewhat  tentative.  Nevertheless,  the  added  infor¬ 
mation  is  not  likely  to  change  the  conclusion  that,  in  relative  terms,  in 
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Table  3  Iraq's  International  Economic  Relations,  1976-79* 


Iraqi  Exports  to  Noncommunist  Countries: 


1.  France 

8,099 

6.  Spain 

TI93 

2.  Italy 

6,829 

7.  United  States 

i,345 

3.  Brazil 

5,112 

8.  India 

1,292 

4.  Japan 

3/549 

9.  The  Netherlands 

IT47 

5.  Great  Britain 

2,604 

Iraqi  Imports  from  Noncommunist  Countries: 

1.  Japan 

4,120 

6.  United  States 

1,271 

2.  West  Germany 

3/790 

7.  Belgium 

696 

3.  France 

i,995 

8.  The  Netherlands 

652 

4.  Italy 

1,518 

9.  Sweden 

645 

5.  Great  Britain 

1,508 

Iraq's  Leading  Commercial  Partners: 

1.  France 

10,094 

6.  Great  Britain 

4,112 

2.  Italy 

8,347 

7.  United  States 

2,616 

3.  Japan 

7,663 

8.  Spain 

2,483 

4.  Brazil 

5,547 

9.  The  Netherlands 

i,799 

5 .  West  Germany 

4,540 

‘All  figures  in  millions  of  U.S.  dollars. 

Source:  imf,  Direction  of  Trade  Yearbook,  1980  (Washington,  D.C.:  International  Mone¬ 
tary  Fund,  1980),  pp.  207-8. 


the  bilateral  trade  between  Iraq  and  its  major  commercial  partners,  the 
USSR  and  Eastern  Europe  (with  the  exception  of  Yugoslavia)  had  stead¬ 
ily  lost  ground.  This  is  clearly  evident  from  an  examination  of  the  value 
of  Iraqi  imports  between  1976  and  1979.  During  this  period  Soviet 
exports  amounted  to  $763  million,  placing  the  USSR  in  the  seventh 
position,  substantially  behind  the  United  States  ($1,271  million).  And 
the  combined  value  of  Soviet  and  East  European  exports  to  Iraq — $  1 ,731 
million — placed  the  group  in  the  fourth  place  behind  Japan,  West  Ger¬ 
many,  and  France.85 


Evaluation 

As  the  data  on  Iraq's  military  procurement  program  and  foreign  trade 
demonstrate,  the  ruling  party  was  engaged  in  a  broad  effort  to  increase 
the  size  and  to  improve  the  quality  of  the  armed  forces  and  to  expand 
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the  country's  industrial  and  agricultural  infrastructure.  In  these  major 
undertakings,  made  possible  by  enormous  profits  resulting  from  the 
sale  of  oil,  the  "socialist"  proclivities  of  Ba'thism  as  well  as  its  general 
"anti-imperialist"  (i.e.,  anti-Western)  slant  were  not  permitted  to  stand 
in  the  path  of  progress.  Pragmatism  was  the  order  of  the  day,  and  better- 
quality  Western  technology,  goods,  and  services  were  clearly  preferable 
to  those  offered  by  the  USSR  and  its  allies.  In  addition,  Western  (above 
all  French)  arms  were  purchased  to  offset  the  near-monopoly  position 
which  Moscow  held  since  the  1960s. 

Economics  affected — but  did  not  determine — politics.  In  the  latter 
1 970s  prosperity  and  the  resulting  ability  to  satisfy  the  country's  eco¬ 
nomic  needs  from  the  preferred  Western  sources  enabled  Iraq  to  assert 
itself  politically  with  regard  to  the  USSR.  As  a  result,  some  of  the 
important  differences  which,  before  1975,  were  papered  over  (as,  for 
example,  the  rivalry  between  the  Ba'th  and  the  Iraqi  Communist  party) 
resurfaced,  producing  visible  strains  in  the  "strategic  alliance"  between 
Moscow  and  Baghdad.  In  time,  old  issues  were  reinforced  by  new  prob¬ 
lems,  such  as  the  Horn  of  Africa,  Afghanistan,  and  Iran.  As  a  result,  by 
September  1980  relations  between  the  Soviet  patron  and  the  Iraqi  client 
reached  their  lowest  point  of  the  post-1968  period.  Under  these  circum¬ 
stances,  Moscow's  highly  negative  reaction  to  the  Iraqi  attack  on  the 
Islamic  Republic  should  have  come  as  no  surprise  (chapter  7). 


■  Part  One  Domestic  Problems 


■  2  Nationalization  of  the  Oil  Industry 


At  the  time  of  the  overthrow  of  the  pro-Western  monarchy  in  1958,  the 
oil  royalties  received  from  the  Western-owned  Iraq  Petroleum  Company 
(ipc)  and  its  two  subsidiaries,  the  Mosul  Petroleum  Company  (mpc)  and 
the  Basrah  Petroleum  Company  (bpc),  constituted  Iraq's  main  source  of 
income.1  After  the  revolution,  the  regime  of  Colonel  Abd  al-Kerim 
Kassem  used  the  petroleum  revenues  to  initiate  a  program  of  social  and 
economic  reforms  and  to  modernize  Iraq's  armed  forces  by  purchasing 
huge  quantities  of  foreign  (mainly  Soviet)  military  equipment  promptly 
used  in  an  attempt  to  subdue  the  Kurdish  nationalists.  The  large-scale 
diversion  of  funds  into  the  defense  sector  as  well  as  into  the  war  effort  in 
the  northern  region  made  it  impossible  for  the  Iraqi  government  to 
fulfill  the  promises  of  extensive  socioeconomic  change  made  shortly 
after  the  1958  revolution. 

To  secure  additional  revenues,  the  authorities  attempted  to  prevail 
upon  the  ipc  to  increase  its  production  and,  consequently,  the  amount 
of  money  receivable  by  the  Iraqi  government  in  the  form  of  royalties. 
Because  relations  between  the  anti-Western  regime  and  the  ipc  had 
deteriorated  sharply  after  the  revolution  of  July  1958,  negotiations  were 
marked  by  hostility  and  confrontation  until  they  were  abruptly  sus¬ 
pended  by  Baghdad  in  October  1961.  Kassem's  next  move  was  the 
proclamation  in  December  1961  of  Law  80  which  severely  limited  the 
concessionary  territory  handed  over  to  the  ipc  and  its  subsidiaries  in  the 
1920s  and  1930s.  Specifically,  in  expropriating  all  areas  not  in  use  in 
1961,  Law  80  left  less  than  1  percent  of  the  original  concessionary  area 
under  the  control  of  the  ipc.2 

If  the  purpose  of  Law  80  was  to  pressure  the  ipc  into  increasing  its 
production,  the  measure  could  only  be  classified  as  a  failure:  in  the 
ensuing  two  years  Iraqi  output  remained  constant  while  that  of  the 
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other  producers  rose  sharply.3  In  the  long  run,  however,  Law  80  proved 
to  be  of  immense  importance  because  the  territory  regained  from  the 
ipc  and  its  affiliates  contained  vast  reserves  of  petroleum  which  could 
be  exploited  by  Iraq's  own  budding  oil  industry  without  regard  to  the 
Western  companies.4 

In  1967  the  Iraqi  government  implemented  two  new  laws — 97  and 
123 — which  provided  clear  indications  of  the  general  direction  in 
which  Baghdad  was  moving.  The  first,  promulgated  in  August,  provided 
for  the  transfer  to  the  Iraq  National  Oil  Company  (inoc)  of  the  conces¬ 
sionary  area  expropriated  under  Law  80.  The  second,  put  into  effect  in 
September,  conferred  upon  inoc  the  exclusive  "right  to  prospect  and 
exploit  in  all  areas  not  exploited  by  ipc  and  its  associates."5  The  impor¬ 
tance  of  these  measures  lay  in  the  fact  that  they  provided  other  foreign 
companies  with  an  opportunity  to  compete  with  the  ipc.  Baghdad  did 
not  have  to  wait  long — it  soon  became  obvious  that  other  outsiders 
were  interested  in  helping  Iraq  exploit  its  petroleum  resources. 

The  initial  understanding  between  inoc  and  a  foreign  company  was 
reached  in  November  1967,  when  the  French  state  oil  company,  Enter¬ 
prise  de  Recherches  et  d'Activites  Petrolieres  (erap),  secured  explora¬ 
tion  and  exploitation  rights  in  sections  of  the  former  ipc  concessionary 
area  "where  oil  had  not  been  found."6  As  noted  by  Majid  Khadduri,  this 
agreement,  signed  in  February  1968,  established  "a  new  pattern  of  rela¬ 
tionship  with  foreign  companies.  No  longer  was  oil  to  be  produced  in 
the  expropriated  areas  directly  by  any  foreign  company.  The  owner  of 
the  oil  industry  must  be  i.n.o.c.,  and  the  foreign  companies,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  contracts  signed  between  them  and  i.n.o.c.,  must  act  as 
contractors  on  behalf  of  i.n.o.c."7  Significantly,  Abd  al-Rahman  Aref, 
then  president  of  Iraq,  described  the  erap  agreement  as  "the  beginning 
of  steps  to  break  the  monopoly  of  our  national  resources,  particularly 
the  oil  resources."8 

The  next  important  step  was  taken  in  December  1967.  In  a  letter  of 
intent  signed  by  Iraq  and  the  USSR,  the  latter  "pledged  the  necessary  aid 
and  equipment  to  inoc  for  the  development  of  oil  drilling  in  the  south 
and  transport  and  marketing  of  oil  products."  The  Soviets  also  under¬ 
took  "to  conduct  a  geological  survey  in  northern  Iraq."9  In  a  related 
move,  pointing  to  the  eventual  Soviet  involvement  in  the  rich  North 
Rumailah  oilfield  in  southern  Iraq,  Baghdad  Radio  announced  in  April 
1968  that  "all  offers  by  foreign  companies  to  exploit  untapped  areas"  of 
the  North  Rumailah  region  had  been  rejected  by  the  Iraqi  government. 
Instead,  "all  exploitation  rights  had  been  granted  to  .  .  .  [inoc]."10  As 
Khadduri  notes,  the  erap  and  inoc  projects  were  hailed  in  Baghdad's 
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nationalist  circles  "as  bold  steps  enabling  Iraq  to  establish  a  public  oil 
sector  in  addition  to  the  private  sector  (i.e.,  i.p.c.)."11 

The  Soviet  attitude  toward  Iraq's  efforts  to  nationalize  the  ipc  be¬ 
comes  more  intelligible  in  the  context  of  Moscow's  general  view  of  the 
history  of  the  petroleum  industry  in  the  Middle  East.  Writing  in  1968, 
Ruben  Andreasian,  one  of  the  USSR's  leading  authorities  on  the  subject, 
distinguished  among  three  separate  stages  of  development.  The  first, 
dating  back  to  the  discovery  of  oil  in  Persia  in  the  1 900s  and  lasting  until 
the  late  1940s,  was  described  as  "the  golden  age  of  oil  monopoly  domi¬ 
nation  in  the  Middle  East."  Its  main  feature  was  a  "ruthless  plundering 
[by  oil  imperialism  of)  the  main  natural  wealth  of  the  Arab  countries 
and  Iran."12  Specifically,  "the  provisions  of  the  concession  treaties  were 
emphatically  unequal."  The  Western  companies  had  gained  unlimited 
access  to  the  region's  petroleum  resources  and  were  free  to  determine 
how  to  dispose  of  them.  The  governments  of  the  producing  countries,  in 
contrast,  were  "confined  to  passive  bargaining  with  the  concessionaires 
for  higher  fixed  royalties  on  each  ton  of  oil  extracted."13 

The  second  or  "Sturm  und  Drang  period  in  the  oil  history  of  the 
Middle  East"  was  inaugurated  after  1945,  when  "the  flames  of  the 
national-liberation  struggle  spread  to  the  oil-producing  countries  of  the 
Persian  Gulf."  This  period  was  marked  by  an  effort  "to  secure  a  radical 
solution  of  the  oil  problem,"  highlighted,  in  195  1,  by  Iran's  nationaliza¬ 
tion  of  its  petroleum  industry.  The  attempt  failed,  but  "the  struggle  was 
not  in  vain."  Fearful  of  losing  their  positions  in  the  other  producing 
countries,  the  Western  companies  decided  to  make  some  concessions: 
the  governments'  royalties  were  increased  to  approximately  "one-half 
of  the  concessionaire's  earnings  on  oil  exports  (the  so-called  fifty-fifty 
principle)";  the  governments  were  offered  representation  on  the  com¬ 
panies'  boards;  and  the  companies  undertook  to  train  and  employ  native 
specialists  in  "some  engineering  and  technical  posts."14  (However,  to 
compensate  for  the  losses  suffered  in  the  process,  the  cartel  "increased 
production  in  the  Middle  East  and  started  production  in  Africa,  thus 
reaping  additional  profits  running  into  tens  of  thousands  of  millions  of 
dollars.")15 

Although  the  Iranian  experience  had  demonstrated  that  "the  more 
radical  means  of  fighting  oil  imperialism  had  to  be  abandoned  for  the 
time  being,"  it  also  made  the  producing  countries  aware  of  the  fact  that 
sustained  pressure  on  the  companies  could  gradually  change  the  situa¬ 
tion  in  their  favor.  New  efforts  in  this  direction  were  undertaken  after 
1956,  leading  to  the  third  stage  in  the  history  of  the  Middle  Eastern  oil 
industry.  This  period  was  marked  by  "the  disintegration  of  the  colonial 
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system  and  the  growth  of  the  world  Socialist  forces,"  as  evidenced  by 
the  nationalization  of  the  Suez  Canal  Company  and  the  defeat  of  the 
tripartite  attack  on  Egypt.  According  to  Andreasian,  these  trends  pro¬ 
vided  "favourable  conditions  for  a  [renewed]  drive  against  the  positions 
of  oil  imperialism  in  the  Middle  East."  The  opportunity  was  recognized 
and  seized  upon  by  the  governments  of  the  petroleum-producing  states, 
which  formulated  and  pursued  the  following  objectives: 

(1)  to  ensure  access  for  national  capital  to  national  sources  of  oil, 
directly  or  in  cooperation  with  foreign  capital,  so  as  to  create  a 
national  oil  industry  and  start  exporting  liquid  fuel  independently; 

(2)  to  secure  a  revision  of  the  oil  concession  agreements  in  order  to 
increase  the  share  of  the  profits,  to  establish  effective  control  over 
the  activity  of  the  concession  companies,  and  to  'Arabise'  the  per¬ 
sonnel;  and  (3)  to  unite  the  efforts  of  the  oil  exporting  countries  to 
protect  their  rights  on  the  world  markets  against  the  Consortium's 
arbitrary  acts  and  to  exert  joint  pressure  on  the  monopolies  to 
achieve  the  first  two  aims.16 

Even  though  the  new  policy  was  not  followed  uniformly  or  consis¬ 
tently  by  Middle  Eastern  producers,  it  represented  "a  big  step  forward  as 
compared  with  the  state  of  affairs  prior  to  1951."  Particularly  notewor¬ 
thy,  according  to  Andreasian,  were  the  efforts  "gradually  and  indirectly 
[to]  set  up  a  national  sector  in  the  oil  industry  alongside  the  foreign  one" 
and  to  place  foreign  oil  monopolies  under  government  control.17 

Arrangements  to  strengthen  the  national  sector  by  means  of  agree¬ 
ments  with  foreign  companies  which  did  not  belong  to  the  cartel18  took 
two  different  forms:  partnerships  and  commercial  contracts.  The  idea 
of  a  "partnership  between  national  and  foreign  capital"  in  the  guise  of  a 
"mixed  company"  was  initially  proposed  to  Iran  by  the  Italian  eni 
organization  after  the  Suez  war.  Tehran  accepted  because,  for  the  first 
time,  an  agreement  between  the  producer  government  and  a  Western 
company  was  based  on  the  principle  of  a  complete  equality  of  sides:  it 
provided  for  "equal  ownership  of  stock  of  oil  extracted,  and  equal  repre¬ 
sentation  on  the  board."  Equally  significantly,  Iran  retained  the  right  "to 
control  the  activity  of  the  mixed  company,  to  receive  75  per  cent  of  the 
profits  on  oil  exports,  and  solid  royalties  for  the  foreign  partner's  right  to 
operate  on  Iranian  territory."  The  initial  accord  was  soon  followed  by 
similar  agreements  between  Tehran  and  French,  Canadian,  West  Ger¬ 
man,  and  independent  U.S.  companies;  and  Iran's  example  was  emu¬ 
lated  by  other  producers,  among  them  Saudi  Arabia  and  Egypt.  Under 
another  type  of  a  concessionary  agreement,  concluded  by  Saudi  Arabia 
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and  Kuwait  with  a  Japanese  firm  in  1957  and  1958,  respectively,  the  two 
states  were  guaranteed  "more  than  one-half  of  the  profits  over  the 
whole  range  of  oil  operations,  the  right  to  buy  on  easy  terms  a  part  of  the 
stock  and  a  definite  share  of  the  oil  extracted."  The  Japanese  company 
also  undertook  to  build  oil  refineries  in  the  two  countries.19 

In  the  latter  1960s  the  producers  scored  yet  another  major  victory 
over  the  cartel  by  concluding  commercial  contract-type  agreements 
with  a  number  of  foreign  companies.  Here,  too,  Iran  led  the  way  signing 
an  accord  with  erap,  and  Iraq  followed  suit  a  short  while  later.  The 
novelty  and  importance  of  this  arrangement  lay  in  the  fact  that  erap 
agreed  "to  act  as  contractor  for  the  local  state  company  in  prospecting 
and  working  oilfields  at  its  own  expense  .  .  .  and  with  the  right  to 
purchase  some  of  the  oil  on  favourable  terms."  This  meant,  in  part,  that 
the  producing  state  retained  "full  legal  title  to  all  the  oil  extracted"  and 
that  the  contracting  company's  expenses  were  "reimbursed  only  if  com¬ 
mercial  oil  deposits  .  .  .  (had  been]  discovered."20 

According  to  Andreasian,  the  new  types  of  cooperation  between  the 
producers  and  the  independent  foreign  petroleum  companies  were  im¬ 
portant  not  only  because  they  set  precedents  for  future  dealings  with 
the  cartel  but  also  because  they  effectively  broke  the  latter's  exclusive 
control  over  the  Persian  Gulf  oil.  This  qualitatively  new  situation  re¬ 
flected  "the  continued  weakening  of  positions  of  Anglo-American  im¬ 
perialism  in  the  Middle  East"  and  was  an  outgrowth  of  "the  shrinking 
share  of  the  U.S.A.  and  Britain  in  the  world  economy,  on  the  one  hand, 
and  the  relatively  faster  economic  development  of  the  Common  Market 
countries,  on  the  other."  Last,  it  was  also  due  to  "the  successes  scored 
by  the  developing  countries  in  their  struggle  for  economic  independ¬ 
ence."21 

An  important  step  in  protecting  the  rights  of  the  producers  was  taken 
in  i960  with  the  formation  of  the  Organization  of  Petroleum  Exporting 
Countries  (opec).  Initially,  it  was  rather  ineffective,  due  to  the  mem¬ 
bers'  inability  to  adopt  "a  concerted  policy"  toward  the  cartel,  the  oil 
importers,  and  each  other.  The  main  stumbling  block  in  the  last  cate¬ 
gory  proved  to  be  the  problem  of  "quotas  for  oil  extraction  in  member 
countries,"  most  of  whom  endeavored  to  sell  as  much  petroleum  as 
possible  without  any  regard  for  the  interests  of  the  other  producers. 
Nevertheless,  even  in  the  1960s  opec  more  than  proved  its  worth — it 
"prevented  another  price  cut  and  .  .  .  secured  some  increase  in  the  Gulf 
countries'  share  of  the  profit  made  by  concession  companies."22 

But  the  biggest  gain  scored  by  the  producers  in  the  late  1950s  and 
especially  in  the  1960s,  according  to  Andreasian,  was  the  establishment 


42  Domestic  Problems 


of  national  oil  companies  and  the  ensuing  "gradual  development  of  the 
whole  range  of  the  liquid  fuel  operations."  The  initial  step  was  the 
ousting  of  foreign  capital  from  the  domestic  oil  market,  a  goal  achieved 
(a)  by  securing  petroleum  "either  from  .  .  .  [the  producer-owned]  small 
oilfields  (Iran,  Iraq,  the  U.A.R.,  .  .  .)  or  from  .  .  .  (the  government's]  share 
of  the  profits  in  mixed  companies  (Iran  and  the  U.A.R.)"  or  by  buying  it 
from  the  concessionaires;  (b)  by  setting  up  "a  network  of  state-owned 
refineries"  (Iran,  Iraq,  Kuwait,  and  Syria);  (c)  by  constructing  the  petro¬ 
chemical  industry  (Iran,  the  UAR,  Syria,  Kuwait,  Iraq,  and  Saudi  Ara¬ 
bia);  and  (d)  by  "training  of  national  personnel,"  usually  in  special 
schools  established  for  that  purpose  by  the  foreign  oil  companies  in 
response  to  the  host  governments'  pressure.23 

As  a  result  of  all  of  these  developments,  in  the  latter  1960s  some 
Middle  Eastern  producers  (such  as  Iran,  Saudi  Arabia,  and  the  UAR) 
began  exporting  petroleum  independent  of  the  major  Western  oil  com¬ 
panies,  known  as  the  "Seven  Sisters."  Among  the  early  partners  of  these 
national  petroleum  companies  were  not  only  the  states  of  Western 
Europe,  Latin  America,  and  Asia  but  also  "the  Socialist  countries" 
which  bartered  "machinery,  equipment  and  manufactured  goods"  for 
the  Iranian  and  Saudi  crude  oil.  In  short,  in  the  1960s,  the  petroleum¬ 
exporting  countries  of  the  Middle  East  took  their  "first  steps  in  the 
independent  marketing  of  oil."  The  road  ahead,  Andreasian  predicted, 
would  be  "long  and  hard  .  .  . ,  but  it  is  the  only  one  in  the  struggle  for  a 
truly  independent  oil  policy  and  against  the  dictates  of  the  oil  imperial¬ 
ists."24 

Against  this  general  background,  it  is  now  possible  to  proceed  with  an 
analysis  of  the  Soviet  attitude  toward  the  petroleum  policy  of  the  Iraqi 
government.  As  might  have  been  expected,  the  USSR  came  out  openly 
in  support  of  Baghdad's  measures  aimed  at  the  weakening  of  the  ipc's 
hold  over  Iraq's  economy  and,  eventually,  at  the  company's  nationaliza¬ 
tion.  Thus,  in  spite  of  the  growing  disenchantment  with  Abd  al-Kerim 
Kassem,  Moscow  wholeheartedly  backed  his  efforts  at  developing  Iraq's 
own  state-controlled  petroleum  industry.  Specifically,  the  Kremlin  crit¬ 
icized  Kassem  for  abandoning  a  "progressive  course"  in  domestic  poli¬ 
tics.  As  noted  in  chapter  1,  this  meant  that  the  relative  freedom  of 
action  which  the  Iraqi  Communist  party  had  enjoyed  in  the  first  year  of 
the  postrevolutionary  period  was  rescinded  in  1959  and  i960.  Moreover, 
Kassem  was  judged  guilty  of  unleashing  a  "fratricidal  war"  against  the 
Kurdish  "national-liberation  movement."  These  measures  detracted 
from  one  of  the  major  tasks  facing  the  revolutionary  regime — the  ongo¬ 
ing  negotiations  with  the  "imperialist  oil  monopolies."  Given  Bagh- 
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dad's  misguided  preoccupation  with  the  suppression  of  "democratic 
elements,"  the  Soviet  argument  ran,  there  was  no  need  for  the  ipc  to 
make  any  far-reaching  concessions.25  Only  after  the  talks  were  broken 
off  in  the  fall  of  1961  and  Kassem  was  facing  the  choice  between  capitu¬ 
lating  or  taking  a  strong  stand  did  his  regime,  "engaged  in  a  balancing 
act  between  the  reactionary  and  progressive  elements,"  adopt  Law  80. 
The  decision  was  also  influenced  by  "prestige  considerations" — "re¬ 
pression  of  democratic  elements"  had  caused  a  drop  in  Kassem's  popu¬ 
larity.  To  help  restore  it,  he  struck  at  the  "oil  monopolies."26  In  spite  of 
the  negative  connotations  which  this  analysis  of  Kassem's  policies 
evoked,  Moscow  clearly  regarded  Law  80  as  a  historical  landmark 
worthy  of  full  Soviet  backing.  As  Gerasimov  notes,  its  passage  was  seen 
by  the  "patriotic  forces  of  the  national  bourgeoisie  and  the  Iraqi  Com¬ 
munists  as  the  most  important  achievement  of  the  Iraqi  revolution."27 

In  the  ensuing  years  "many  factors"  prevented  Baghdad  from  develop¬ 
ing  its  own  oil  industry  after  the  passage  of  Law  80:  "a  shortage  of 
specialists  and  funds,  the  .  .  .  [ipc's]  .  .  .  efforts  to  capitalize  on  its 
monopoly  position,  [and]  the  political  storms  which  were  shaking  the 
country."  In  addition,  many  influential  Iraqis  were  advocating  caution 
and  resisted  a  complete  break  with  the  ipc,  the  main  source  of  the 
government's  income.  A  dramatic  change  in  Baghdad's  outlook  oc¬ 
curred  only  after  the  1967  war  which  drove  home  the  danger  of  reliance 
on  "unequal  economic  relations  with  the  West,  as  typified  by  the  agree¬ 
ment  with  Iraq  Petroleum."  It  also  "pointed  up  the  need  to  search  for 
new  markets,  demonstrated  the  community  of  interests  of  all  the  Arab 
countries,  showed  the  Arab  peoples  who  their  true  friends  were."28 

Not  surprisingly,  Law  97  of  August  1967,  which  transferred  to  inoc 
the  concessionary  area  withdrawn  from  the  ipc  under  Law  80,  also  met 
with  Soviet  approval.  As  Gerasimov  states,  its  adoption  "in  conditions 
of  struggle  against  the  Israeli  aggression  was  greeted  with  great  enthusi¬ 
asm  by  Iraq's  public  opinion,"  ranging  from  the  right-wing  nationalists 
to  the  Communists.29  The  same  was  true  of  Law  123  of  September  1967 
which  entrusted  inoc  with  exploring  and  exploiting  petroleum  de¬ 
posits  in  areas  removed  from  the  ipc's  original  concession  by  Law  80.  A 
"logical  extension  of  Law  97,"  Law  123,  according  to  Gerasimov,  had  to 
be  passed  because  decisive  steps  against  the  ipc  were  being  blocked  by 
those  in  the  inoc  leadership  who  favored  "cooperation  with  foreign  oil 
monopolies."30  The  measure  was  judged  important  not  only  because  it 
excluded  the  ipc  from  participation  in  the  development  of  North 
Rumailah's  rich  oil  fields,  but  also  because  it  empowered  inoc  to  con¬ 
tract  other  petroleum  companies  to  perform  this  task.  Put  differently, 
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Laws  97  and  123  resulted  in  a  "general  weakening  of  positions  of  the 
international  oil  cartel"  and,  more  specifically,  of  the  "political  posi¬ 
tions  of  the  USA,  Britain,  and  their  allies  in  Iraq."  Combined  with  the 
events  of  June  1967,  they  also  created  "real  possibilities  for  the  'out¬ 
siders'  of  the  oil  business  to  participate  in  the  exploitation  of  Iraq's  oil 
resources."  Thus,  in  September  and  October  1967  Baghdad  approached 
"business  circles  in  France,  Italy,  Spain,  Japan,  and  other  capitalist 
nations  as  well  as  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  socialist  countries  with  an 
official  request  to  study  the  possibilities  of  aiding  inoc  in  the  exploita¬ 
tion  of  [Iraq's]  oil  resources."31 

The  first  agreement  between  the  Iraqi  government  and  a  foreign — in 
this  instance,  French — petroleum  company  was  reached  in  November 
1967,  when  erap  was  "granted  the  right  to  explore  oil  for  a  term  of  six 
years."  If  successful,  erap  could  continue  its  operations  for  another 
twenty  years.  Of  the  amount  produced,  30  percent  could  be  purchased 
by  erap  "at  privileged  prices."  The  remaining  70  percent  became  the 
property  of  the  Iraqi  government.  In  return  for  this  concession,  the 
French  concern  undertook  to  pay  Baghdad  $15  million.  Echoing  the 
sentiments  expressed  by  President  Abd  al-Rahman  Aref,32  the  Soviet 
press  hailed  the  inoc-erap  agreement  as  a  "fundamentally  new  type  of 
deal  for  Iraq,  it  does  not  give  the  foreign  entrepreneurs  ownership  of  oil 
or  a  concession,-  it  is  merely  a  commercial  contract."  The  official  pro¬ 
tests  lodged  by  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain  with  the  French 
government  merely  reinforced  Moscow's  approval  of  the  Iraqi  initia¬ 
tive.33 

Even  more  heartening,  from  the  Kremlin's  viewpoint,  was  the  De¬ 
cember  1967  Soviet-Iraqi  agreement  "on  cooperation  in  the  extraction 
of  oil"  which  the  Times  of  London  described  as  "a  deal  that  directly 
challenges  the  positions  of  Western-owned  oil  companies."34  Not  only 
was  Iraq,  "for  the  first  time  in  her  history,"  given  an  opportunity  to 
exploit  its  petroleum  resources,  but  it  also  called  on  the  USSR  to  help 
break  the  "Iraq  Petroleum's  monopoly  hold"  on  the  country's  economy. 
It  was  freely  admitted  that  the  time  when  "Iraq  can  be  completely  rid  of 
exploitation  of  its  wealth  by  imperialist  monopolies"  was  some  dis¬ 
tance  away.  Nevertheless,  a  new  situation  had  arisen,  as  Baghdad  was 
now  in  the  position  to  revise  fundamentally  its  relations  with  the 
Western  oil  companies:  the  Iraqis  had  acquired  an  "ability  ...  to  produce 
and  sell  their  own  oil  thanks  to  the  increasing  cooperation  between 
their  country  and  the  Soviet  Union."35 

In  the  ensuing  months,  Moscow  continued  to  lend  its  moral  support 
to  Baghdad's  efforts  to  assert  itself  against  the  Western  oil  companies. 
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When  Iraq  and  Algeria,  in  early  1968,  agreed  to  continue  the  oil  boycott 
against  those  Western  states  which  had  "aided  Israel"  in  the  June  1967 
war,  Pravda  praised  the  decision  "to  continue  the  struggle  against  the 
expansion  of  the  imperialist  monopolies  and  to  guard  the  national 
interests  of  the  Arab  peoples."36  In  April  1968  Prime  Minister  Taher 
Yahya  announced  that  Great  Britain  had  threatened  to  land  para¬ 
troopers  if  Iraq  began  exploiting  oil  resources  in  areas  taken  over  under 
the  terms  of  Law  80  of  December  1961.  Moscow  was  incredulous:  "one 
had  to  lose  one's  head  completely  to  threaten  aggression  against  a 
sovereign  state  which  is  taking  steps  to  exploit  its  own  natural  re¬ 
sources."  Pravda  went  on  to  say  that  the  "imperialist  monopolies" 
objected  to  Iraq's  decision  not  only  because  it  deprived  the  ipc  of  petro- 
leum-rich  areas,  among  them  the  North  Rumailah  fields,  but  also  be¬ 
cause  it  was  bound  to  "intensify  the  struggle  of  the  other  developing 
countries  for  the  return  of  their  natural  resources  usurped  by  foreign 
capital."37 


Oil  Policy  of  the  Ba’th 

The  trend  toward  the  nationalization  of  the  ipc  continued  after  the 
Ba'th  party  returned  to  power  in  July  1968.  In  its  proclamation  Number 
1,  issued  on  July  17,  the  new  regime  announced  "the  adoption  of  a 
national  oil  policy,  independent  of  world  monopolies  .  .  .  ,  and  the 
strengthening  of  the  National  Oil  Company  to  enable  it  to  set  up  an 
independent  oil  sector  and  start  production  as  soon  as  possible."38  Go¬ 
ing  one  step  further,  the  "Chapter  for  National  Unity,"  made  public  on 
October  24,  not  only  called  for  "a  hard  line  against  oil  companies 
operating  in  Iraq,"  but  also  suggested  that  "the  contract  with  .  .  .  erap 
should  be  renegotiated  'in  order  to  secure  better  terms.'  "39  This  atti¬ 
tude  was  maintained  over  the  next  four  years,  leaving  no  doubt  about 
the  Ba'th's  ultimate  intentions.  Baghdad's  stand,  marked  by  steadily 
increasing  pressure,  produced  frequent  confrontations  as  well  as  occa¬ 
sional  concessions  by  the  oil  companies  but  did  not  lead  to  any  lasting 
compromises. 

Iraq's  increasing  public  resentment  stemmed  from  the  ipc's  unwill¬ 
ingness — conditioned  by  years  of  confrontation — to  comply  with  two 
major  demands:  a  significant  increase  in  production  and  an  adjustment 
in  accounting  procedures  to  allow  for  a  more  beneficial  expensing  of 
royalties.  Specifically,  while  oil  production  and,  consequently,  the  reve¬ 
nues  in  Saudi  Arabia  and  Iran  were  rising  at  a  rate  of  more  than  10 
percent  annually  in  the  late  1960s  (11  and  14  percent,  respectively), 


46  Domestic  Problems 


Iraq's  increase  was  only  4.7  percent.  According  to  Baghdad's  calcula¬ 
tions  the  loss  "to  its  income  during  the  ten  years  following  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  Law  80"  was  more  than  half  a  billion  Iraqi  dinars  (id).40  Under 
the  pressure  of  public  threats,  such  as  those  delivered  by  Bakr  and 
Ammash,41  the  ipc  gave  some  ground — it  announced  in  October  1970 
that,  beginning  in  1971,  the  annual  production  of  crude  oil  would  be 
increased  by  16.5  million  tons  to  86.5  million  tons.42 

On  the  question  of  royalties,  Iraq  insisted  that  larger  payments  to  the 
government  should  be  made  retroactive  to  1964,  when  opec  adopted  the 
principle  of  expensing.43  Acceptance  of  this  demand  by  the  ipc  would 
have  netted  the  Ba'thi  authorities  another  id  82  million.  Instead,  the 
company  agreed  to  begin  applying  new  expensing  procedures  in  1971, 
"when  the  subject  was  brought  up  for  negotiations,"  and  deferred  the 
discussion  of  retroactive  payments  until  such  time  as  the  ipc's  own 
demands  on  the  Iraqi  government  resulting  from  the  implementation  of 
Law  80  had  been  settled.44  Nevertheless,  in  a  move  designed  to  appease 
the  government,  the  ipc,  in  June  1971,  agreed  to  raise  the  price  of  the 
Iraqi  crude  oil  exported  through  the  Mediterranean  from  $2.41  to  $3.21 
per  barrel.  (According  to  Baghdad  Radio,  Iraq's  oil  revenues  would 
thereby  be  raised  fromLi8i  million  in  1970  to  L330  million  in  1971.)  At 
the  same  time,  the  ipc  refused  to  comply  with  Baghdad's  request  for  a 
"  'quality  premium'  of  20  cents  per  barrel  similar  to  that  granted  in 
April  [1971]  for  Libyan  low-sulphur  oil"45  on  the  ground  that  Iraqi 
northern  crude  had  a  sulphur  content  of  more  than  0.5  percent  (the 
criterion  used  in  the  Libyan  negotiations).46 

In  addition  to  these  two  major  problem  areas,  Baghdad,  in  July  1970, 
demanded  participation  "to  the  extent  of  20  percent  in  the  capital  of 
foreign  oil  companies  operating"  in  Iraq.  It  also  insisted  that  its  "repre¬ 
sentative  on  the  ipc  board  be  made  'executive  director'  in  order  to 
enable  the  government  to  participate  in  the  formulation  and  execution 
of  the  company's  policy."47 

Having  initially  rejected  the  government's  demands  as  "unsuitable  as 
a  basis  for  discussion,"  the  ipc  group,  in  March  1972,  nonetheless 
"agreed  in  principle  to  the  Iraqi  Government  having  a  20  percent  hold¬ 
ing  in  their  concessions."48  At  the  same  time,  however,  inoc's  prepara¬ 
tions  to  ship  North  Rumailah  oil  to  Iraq's  Soviet-bloc  and  Western 
customers  prompted  the  ipc,  in  March  and  April  1972,  to  threaten  legal 
action  against  organizations  violating  the  group's  concessionary  rights 
in  Iraq.49  These  warnings  were  disregarded,  leading  the  oil  companies  to 
slow  down  production  and  thus  to  lower  the  government's  royalties. 
When  its  protests  produced  no  results,50  Baghdad  on  May  17  presented 
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the  ipc  with  an  ultimatum — it  had  two  weeks  to  meet  Iraq's  demands 
for  "increased  output,  participation  in  the  companies'  assets  and  a 
readjustment  of  royalties  from  1964  to  1970  amounting  to  some  L95 
million"  or  face  the  possibility  of  "drastic  action."51  The  ipc's  final  offer 
to  the  government  was  found  unacceptable  and,  on  June  1,  1972,  Presi¬ 
dent  Bakr  announced  the  nationalization  of  the  Iraq  Petroleum  Com¬ 
pany.52 

To  keep  this  action  in  its  historical  perspective,  it  is  worth  repeating 
that,  although  there  had  been  no  Iraqi  timetable  for  the  nationalization 
of  the  country's  oil  industry,  the  principle  itself  had  been  openly  es¬ 
poused  by  all  of  Baghdad's  leaders  since  Kassem.  The  Ba'th  party,  after 
1968,  was  no  exception.  A  noteworthy  example  was  provided  by  rcc 
Vice-Chairman  Saddam  Hussein  in  an  interview  with  Beirut's  L’Orient, 
published  on  May  18,  1971.  Asked  if  Iraq  proposed  to  nationalize  the 
foreign  oil  companies,  he  said,  in  part:  "No  regime  in  this  part  of  the 
world  that  does  not  work  for  the  liberation  of  its  oil  can  claim  to  be 
nationalist  or  progressive.  .  .  .  We  are  not  trying  to  attain  all  our  objec¬ 
tives  at  once,  but  if  we  fail  to  do  so  in  the  future,  we  shall  not  be  able  to 
call  ourselves  progressive."53 

Baghdad's  reluctance  to  press  for  an  early  nationalization  was  ex¬ 
plained  by  awareness  that  additional  foreign  financial  and  technical 
assistance  as  well  as  markets  had  to  be  secured  to  protect  Iraq  against 
the  expected  boycott  by  the  powerful  Western  oil  companies.  To  do 
otherwise,  as  was  amply  illustrated  by  the  experience  of  Iran's  Prime 
Minister  Mohammed  Mossadeq  in  the  early  1950s,  was  to  court  an 
economic  and  political  disaster.  It  was  for  all  of  these  reasons  that 
Baghdad  attempted,  prior  to  the  nationalization  of  the  ipc,  to  barter  its 
oil  to  both  Communist  and  some  Western  customers  for  capital,  goods, 
and  services.  (This  approach  to  foreign  economic  relations  remained  in 
effect  until  1974  when,  after  the  successful  nationalization  of  the  ipc 
and  the  quadrupling  of  the  price  of  petroleum,  preference  was  given  to 
cash  transactions.) 

As  it  turned  out,  France  and  the  USSR  were  the  first  great  powers 
willing  and  anxious  to  meet  Iraq's  requirements.  Sensing  a  unique 
opportunity  to  weaken  some  of  the  major  Western  economic  interests 
in  the  Middle  East  and  to  strengthen  its  ties  with  an  important  Arab 
producer  country,  Moscow  stepped  in.  Following  up  on  the  letter  of 
intent  of  December  1967,  an  agreement  between  the  two  countries  was 
signed  in  June  1969.  Under  its  terms,  Iraq  received  Soviet  economic  and 
technical  assistance  valued  at  $72  million  for  oil  exploration  and  ex¬ 
ploitation  in  the  Halfayyah  region  of  southeastern  Iraq.  The  initial 
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undertaking  was  followed,  in  July  1969,  by  a  similar  accord  providing  an 
additional  $70  million  for  the  development  of  reserves  in  the  petro¬ 
leum-rich  North  Rumailah  area  of  southern  Iraq,  operated  by  inoc. 
Both  loans  were  to  be  repaid  in  crude  oil,  an  arrangement  which  netted 
Moscow  considerable  economic  benefits  following  the  sharp  rise  in  the 
price  of  petroleum  in  197 3. 54 

Between  1969  and  1972  the  USSR  took  additional  steps  to  strengthen 
Iraq's  capability  to  extract,  process,  and  market  its  oil.  The  framework 
for  stimulating  bilateral  economic  relations  was  created  by  an  agree¬ 
ment  signed  in  March  1970.  It  provided  for  the  establishment  of  a 
permanent  joint  committee  "to  study  the  expansion  ...  of  economic, 
technical  and  trade  relations"  between  the  two  countries.  Valid  for  five 
years,  the  agreement  was  to  be  "automatically  renewed  unless  cancelled 
by  either  side."55 

Among  the  important  initiatives  negotiated  during  this  period  were 
supplementary  agreements  to  develop  the  North  Rumailah  field  and  to 
construct  a  143-kilometer  pipeline  between  it  and  the  Persian  Gulf 
deep-water  terminal  at  Faw;56  an  undertaking  to  build  a  refinery  in 
Mosul  and  a  pipeline  linking  Baghdad  with  Basrah;57  and  an  arrange¬ 
ment  to  lease  to  inoc  a  number  of  Soviet  tankers  to  ship  the  North 
Rumailah  oil  to  the  USSR  and  Eastern  Europe  after  production  started 
in  April  1972. 58  In  addition,  Moscow  extended  other  forms  of  technical 
assistance  to  inoc,  ranging  from  supplies  of  seismological  and  drilling 
equipment  to  the  establishment  of  a  training  center  for  inoc  person¬ 
nel.59 

Emulating  the  Kremlin's  example  and  closely  following  in  its  foot¬ 
steps  were  the  USSR's  oil-hungry  satellites  of  Eastern  Europe.  As  early 
as  November  1969  Czechoslovakia,  Hungary,  and  Poland  (as  well  as 
Yugoslavia)  had  agreed  to  cooperate  in  the  construction  of  a  560-mile 
Central  European  pipeline  which  would  carry  19  million  tons  of  Iraqi 
crude  a  year  to  these  countries.60  Subsequently,  underscoring  Baghdad's 
determination  to  secure  markets  for  its  oil  in  exchange  for  loans  as  well 
as  for  a  variety  of  services  designed  to  stimulate  its  petroleum  produc¬ 
tion,  Iraq  entered  into  a  number  of  other  deals.  Among  the  major  proj¬ 
ects  were  undertakings  by  Czechoslovakia  to  construct  an  oil  refinery 
in  Basrah61  and  by  Hungary  to  help  drill  wells  in  the  North  Rumailah 
area  and  in  the  Kirkuk  province.62  In  addition,  Hungary,  Bulgaria,  Ru¬ 
mania,  East  Germany,  and  Yugoslavia  provided  inoc  with  credits  for 
the  purchase  of  equipment,  services,  and  technical  assistance.  All  these 
loans,  as  well  as  those  extended  by  the  USSR,  were  to  be  repaid  mainly 
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in  oil  and  petroleum  products.63  The  insistence  on  acceptance  of  Iraqi 
crude  as  repayment  for  loans  and  other  forms  of  assistance  was  the  most 
important  feature  of  Baghdad's  foreign  economic  policy  before  the  suc¬ 
cessful  nationalization  of  the  ipc  and  the  1973  rise  in  the  price  of  oil. 
Adopted  in  1969,  the  policy  was  officially  formulated  in  February  1970, 
when  the  Iraqi  government  announced  that  it  was  giving  "preference  in 
international  tenders  ...  to  bidders  who  were  prepared  to  accept  at  least 
partial  payment  in  Iraqi  crude  oil  or  products."64  Moscow's  willingness 
to  accommodate  Baghdad  explains,  in  part,  the  economic  (and  political) 
successes  scored  by  the  USSR  and  its  satellites  in  Iraq  in  the  late  1960s 
and  early  1970s.  The  highwater  mark  of  Soviet  prestige  was  reached  in 
April  1972,  when  Chairman  of  the  USSR  Council  of  Ministers  Aleksei 
Kosygin  visited  Iraq  for  the  signing  of  the  Treaty  of  Friendship  and 
Cooperation.  In  one  of  his  speeches,  the  prime  minister  promised  full 
Soviet  support  for  Baghdad's  drive  to  achieve  "complete  sovereignty" 
over  the  country's  natural  resources.  This  served  as  a  clear  indication  of 
Moscow's  stand  on  the  nationalization  of  the  ipc.  In  another  symbolic 
gesture,  Kosygin  attended  the  ribbon-cutting  ceremony  to  begin  the 
flow  of  petroleum  from  North  Rumailah.  A  few  days  later,  the  first 
Soviet  tanker,  carrying  21,000  tons  of  North  Rumailah  crude,  sailed 
from  Faw.  According  to  a  tass  report  of  April  14,  1  million  tons  of  Iraqi 
oil  would  be  shipped  to  the  USSR  in  1972,  to  be  followed  by  additional  2 
million  tons  between  1973  and  197s.65 

However,  as  noted  in  chapter  1,  even  at  this  time  of  dramatic  expan¬ 
sion  of  economic  ties  between  Iraq  and  the  countries  of  the  "socialist 
commonwealth" — a  course  of  action  judged  necessary  to  ensure  the 
success  of  the  nationalization  of  Iraq's  oil  industry — Baghdad  also 
launched  a  major  effort  to  expand  economic  relations  with  several 
Western  states.  In  this  pursuit,  as  in  the  case  of  the  Communist  bloc, 
preference  was  given  to  the  countries  willing  to  deal  with  inoc.  The 
obvious  purpose,  indicative  of  the  general  approach  which  was  to  mark 
Baghdad's  dealings  with  the  outside  world  in  the  years  to  come,  was  not 
only  to  diversify  Iraq's  markets  but  also  to  secure  the  cooperation  and, 
hopefully,  goodwill  of  some  members  of  the  Western  camp.  Put  dif¬ 
ferently,  one  of  the  cardinal  features  of  the  Ba'th's  political  and  eco¬ 
nomic  policies  in  the  1970s  was  the  determination  to  avoid  too  deep  an 
entanglement  with  any  one  state  or  a  group  of  states  (in  this  instance, 
the  USSR  and  its  allies)  by  diversifying  its  markets  as  well  as  its  sources 
of  assistance  and  support.  Later  in  the  decade,  this  approach  was  also 
followed  with  respect  to  the  acquisition  of  modern  weapons.  In  any 
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event,  in  the  early  1970s  economic  and  technical  cooperation  in  ex¬ 
change  for  petroleum  was  also  sought  (and  received)  from  France,  Spain, 
Italy,  and  Brazil. 

In  May  1970  a  French  company  was  awarded  the  contract  for  the 
construction  of  a  pipeline  from  North  Rumailah  to  Faw,  and  in  July 
another  French  firm  was  placed  in  charge  of  operating  a  gas  bottling 
plant  near  Baghdad.66  Although  not  without  problems,  such  as  the  im¬ 
passe  reached  in  the  negotiations  between  inoc  and  erap  concerning 
the  size  of  the  latter's  original  concession  area,67  cooperation  between 
Iraq  and  France  continued  and  took  a  dramatic  upturn  after  the  na¬ 
tionalization  of  the  ipc  and  Saddam  Hussein's  subsequent  and  highly 
successful  visit  to  Paris  in  June  1972.  Spain  was  another  of  Iraq's  major 
Western  trading  partners.  Its  primary  early  contribution  to  inoc  was  a 
May  1970  agreement  to  deliver  seven  35,000  ton  oil  tankers  in  exchange 
for  North  Rumailah  crude.68  In  addition,  in  November  1970  inoc  took 
possession  of  a  lube  oil  plant,  built  near  Baghdad  by  a  subsidiary  of  the 
Italian  state-owned  eni  petroleum  company,  and  in  March  1972  the 
latter  contracted  to  buy  20  million  tons  of  Iraqi  crude  over  a  ten-year 
period.  Payments  were  to  be  made  in  industrial  equipment,  machinery, 
services,  and  consumer  goods  provided  by  eni  and  other  Italian  state- 
controlled  enterprises.69  Finally,  in  December  1971  an  inoc  delegation 
signed  an  agreement  with  the  Brazilian  state-owned  and  state-operated 
oil  company  Petrobras  to  supply  it  with  an  unspecified  amount  of  Iraqi 
crude.70 

On  balance,  it  is  clear  that,  in  the  period  between  1969  and  1972,  the 
magnitude  of  Soviet  and  satellite  effort  in  support  of  inoc — and  hence 
of  the  determination  to  nationalize  the  ipc — far  surpassed  that  of 
France,  Spain,  Italy,  and  Brazil.  Nevertheless,  of  importance  in  the 
context  of  this  discussion  is  the  fact  that  Iraq  had  no  intention  of  relying 
exclusively  on  one  international  power  bloc.  Instead,  moral  and  mate¬ 
rial  support  was  sought  from  both  the  East  and  the  West,  establishing 
the  pattern  which  Baghdad  was  to  follow  in  the  years  to  come. 

In  addition,  Iraq  also  set  out  to  secure  moral  backing  of  the  Organiza¬ 
tion  of  Petroleum  Exporting  Countries  and  of  the  Organization  of  Arab 
Petroleum  Exporting  Countries  (oapec),  of  which  Baghdad  was  a  mem¬ 
ber.71  After  intricate  diplomatic  maneuvering,  both  organizations  came 
out  openly  in  support  of  the  Iraqi  position.  In  the  wake  of  the  nationali¬ 
zation  of  the  ipc,  opec  (with  Iran  dissenting)  and  oapec  officially  en¬ 
dorsed  Baghdad's  action  as  "a  lawful  act  of  sovereignty  designed  to 
safeguard  .  .  .  [Iraq's]  legitimate  interests."72 

Thus,  the  June  1,  1972,  nationalization  of  the  ipc  was  the  final  act  in 
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an  extensive  and  involved  process  whose  success,  the  Ba'th  understood 
well,  depended  on  the  completion  of  several  separate  but  related  tasks. 
Domestically,  inoc  had  to  be  transformed  from  a  paper  enterprise  into  a 
vigorous  and  well-functioning  organization  whose  efficiency  rested  on 
qualified  specialists,  reasonably  developed  infrastructure,  and  the  avail¬ 
ability  of  transporting  capacity  as  well  as  of  foreign  markets.73  This  goal 
was  reached  in  April  1972  when  the  North  Rumailah  fields,  developed 
primarily  with  Soviet  assistance,  went  into  production  with  an  intact 
market  of  both  Eastern  and  Western  customers.  Internationally,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  markets,  Iraq  also  had  to  assure  itself  of  extended  support  from 
the  communist  as  well  as  some  of  the  major  Western  countries  and  from 
the  oil-producers'  organizations.  With  these  pieces  in  place,  all  that 
remained  was  to  demonstrate  the  "unreasonableness"  of  the  ipc.  This 
was  accomplished  by  means  of  the  May  17,  1972,  ultimatum  which,  as 
Baghdad  correctly  suspected,  the  ipc  had  no  choice  but  to  reject.  Upon 
the  expiration  of  the  two-week  period,  Iraq  was  free  to  announce  the 
nationalization  of  the  ipc. 

It  is  significant  that  in  moving  against  the  ipc,  the  authorities  not 
only  decided  to  compensate  it  for  the  assets  which  had  been  national¬ 
ized — an  accepted  international  legal  practice — but  also  limited  them¬ 
selves  to  taking  over  of  the  company's  northern  fields  only.  This  meant 
that  the  assets  and  the  operations  of  the  Basrah  Petroleum  Company, 
located  in  the  southern  part  of  Iraq,  were  not  affected  by  the  nationaliza¬ 
tion  decree.  In  another  display  of  moderation,  Baghdad  also  negotiated 
an  agreement  with  Paris  "allowing  the  French  partner  in  ipc  to  receive 
its  share  from  the  nationalized  oil  under  the  same  conditions  prevailing 
before  nationalization  for  a  period  of  10  years."74  While  Iraq's  attitude 
toward  France  could  be  explained,  in  part,  by  the  fact  that  the  latter  had 
by  then  emerged  as  Baghdad's  main  Western  trading  partner,  the  cir¬ 
cumspection  shown  by  the  authorities  was  also  due  to  their  reluctance 
to  take  over  the  country's  oil  operations  all  at  once.  As  noted  by  Majid 
Khadduri,  Iraq  actually  "needed  the  income  from  the  bpc  before  it  could 
run  its  own  oil  industry."75 

On  February  28,  1973,  the  ipc  formally  accepted  the  nationalization 
decree  and  resolved  all  of  its  outstanding  differences  with  the  Iraqi 
government.  Specifically,  the  company  agreed  to  recognize  the  legality 
of  the  nationalization  laws  of  1961  and  1972  (this  meant,  in  part,  the 
liquidation  of  the  Mosul  Petroleum  Company  and  the  transfer  to  Iraq  of 
all  of  its  local  assets)  and  to  pay  Baghdad  the  sum  of  L141  million  in 
settlement  of  the  government's  claim  for  outstanding  royalties.  In  ex¬ 
change,  the  authorities  undertook  to  compensate  the  ipc  for  the  na- 
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tionalization  of  its  northern  fields  with  1 5  million  tons  of  Kirkuk  crude, 
worth  Li 28  million.  Finally,  the  Basrah  Petroleum  Company  agreed  to 
increase  significantly  the  production  of  oil  in  its  concessionary  area.76 

The  next  step  in  the  nationalization  process  was  taken  in  the  wake  of 
the  October  1973  war,  when  Iraq,  "in  retaliation  for  the  hostile  attitude 
of  the  American  and  Dutch  Governments  in  their  support  of  Israel 
against  the  Arabs,"  announced  the  nationalization  of  the  U.S.  and 
Dutch  holdings  in  the  Basrah  Petroleum  Company.77  The  process  was 
completed  in  December  1975  with  the  nationalization  of  the  remaining 
foreign  interests  in  the  Basrah  Petroleum  Company.78  In  retrospect,  Iraq 
succeeded  in  its  task  because  of  the  steadily  growing  economic  and 
technical  cooperation,  as  well  as  trade,  with  a  large  number  of  commu¬ 
nist  and  Western  partners,  including  the  Soviet  Union. 

The  initial  step  in  the  exploitation  of  the  North  Rumailah  deposits 
was  taken  in  July  1969,  when  Iraq  and  the  USSR  signed  an  agreement 
providing  for  Soviet  assistance  in  developing  the  North  Rumailah  fields 
and  in  establishing  Iraq's  own  national  petroleum  industry.79  The 
Kremlin  made  no  secret  of  its  satisfaction  with  this  turn  of  events:  in 
expanding  their  national  economies,  the  Arabs  were  "relying  more  and 
more  confidently  on  the  friendly  assistance  of  the  world  socialist  sys¬ 
tem."  As  a  result,  "mutually  advantageous  cooperation  between  Arab 
and  socialist  countries  is  being  extended  to  an  ever-widening  range  of 
economic  problems,  including  the  problem  of  creating  a  national  oil 
industry  for  the  Arabs."  The  June  and  July  1969  agreements  between 
Iraq  and  the  USSR  were  a  case  in  point.80  In  addition,  these  two  accords 
also  represented  a  "most  telling  blow  at  the  interests  of  the  foreign  oil 
monopolies."81  The  extent  of  the  West's  discomfort  was  evidenced  by 
the  fact  that  the  Associated  Press  referred  to  the  1969  agreements  as  the 
"first  fruit  of  a  policy  designed  to  strengthen  the  Soviet  Union's  influ¬ 
ence  in  the  Persian  Gulf."  Izvestiia  found  "the  Yankees'  irritation  .  .  . 
understandable:  they  are  disturbed  not  by  the  imaginary  'influence'  of 
the  USSR  but  by  the  fact  that  their  own  plans  to  control  the  Arabs'  oil 
are  breaking  down."82 

As  time  passed,  Soviet  publications  offered  variations  on  the  theme  of 
"Western  monopolies' "  scheming  and  plotting  against  the  Iraqi  govern¬ 
ment.  For  example,  in  November  1971  Pavel  Demchenko,  Pravda's 
leading  authority  on  the  Middle  East,  attributed  the  growing  unrest  in 
the  Kurdish  region  not  only  to  the  "lack  of  unity"  among  the  Ba'th,  the 
Iraqi  Community  party,  and  the  Kurdistan  Democratic  party,  but  also  to 
the  "machinations  of  the  imperialist  powers,  the  oil  companies,  and 
their  agents."  Political  discord  and  conflict  between  the  Arabs  and  the 
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Kurds,  Demchenko  concluded,  provided  these  forces  with  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  "to  retain  their  positions  in  the  Iraqi  economy  and  their  profits 
from  the  Iraqi  oil."83 

In  addition  to  warnings  about  "imperialist  intentions,"  the  Soviet 
media  continued  to  express  Moscow's  satisfaction  with  both  Baghdad's 
economic  policies  designed  to  strengthen  the  state  sector  and  the  con¬ 
tinued  expansion  of  Soviet-Iraqi  economic  relations.  Commenting  on 
the  government's  1970  through  1974  five-year  plan  for  economic  de¬ 
velopment,  Piavda  wrote  approvingly  about  the  "intensification  of  the 
industrialization  program  [and]  the  development  of  the  national  oil 
industry."  Plans  to  create  petrochemical,  shipbuilding,  and  other  en¬ 
ergy-related  branches  of  the  Iraqi  industry  were  singled  out  for  special 
praise,  as  were  also  plans  to  expand  significantly  the  state  sector  of  the 
economy.84 

Moscow  was  equally  pleased  with  the  official  position  taken  by  Iraq 
on  the  matter  of  cooperation  with  the  USSR.  As  early  as  August  1970, 
during  Saddam  Hussein's  visit  to  Moscow,  the  Ba'thi  leader  spoke  of 
Iraq's  "deep  gratitude  to  the  Soviet  Union  for  its  great  assistance"  to  his 
country's  economic  development.85  He  was  even  more  profuse  in  his 
expressions  of  appreciation  for  Soviet  support  during  the  February  1972 
visit  to  the  USSR.  Preceding  as  it  did  the  signing  of  the  Treaty  of 
Friendship  and  Cooperation  in  April  1972  and  the  subsequent  national¬ 
ization  of  the  Iraq  Petroleum  Company,  the  trip  was  particularly  impor¬ 
tant  in  that  Baghdad  may  be  assumed  to  have  secured  Soviet  backing  for 
the  nationalization  of  the  ipc  not  later  than  that  date.  Thus,  in  the 
speech  at  a  Kremlin  dinner,  Saddam  Hussein  referred  to  "significant 
development  in  technical  and  economic  cooperation"  between  the  two 
countries  and  singled  out  Soviet  assistance  in  the  "utilization  of  the  oil 
riches  of  Iraq."  He  went  on  to  emphasize  the  "utmost  importance  of  this 
problem  in  the  life  of  our  people  who  have  decided  to  reclaim  their 
lawful  rights  in  the  struggle  with  the  monopolist  companies  and  to 
guarantee  their  sovereign  right  to  the  national  wealth."  Saddam  Hus¬ 
sein  concluded  by  saying  that  in  the  pursuit  of  this  goal  Iraq  relied  on  its 
"own  strength,  [and]  on  the  assistance  of .  .  .  [its]  friends,  above  all  the 
USSR."  This  support,  he  said,  "we  value  exceptionally  highly."86 

Although  Prime  Minister  Kosygin,  in  his  speech,  made  no  references 
to  Iraq's  economic  policies — an  omission  that  would  appear  to  support 
the  contention  that  the  USSR,  "though  tacitly  agree[ing]  on  nationaliza¬ 
tion  in  principle,  seems  to  have  given  Iraq  no  encouragement  in  the 
drive  to  nationalize  Western  oil  operations"87— the  language  of  the  joint 
communique  came  very  close  to  refuting  that  argument.  In  it,  the  two 
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sides  not  only  indicated  their  determination  to  broaden  cooperation, 
"especially  .  .  .  [with  the  view  to]  further  development  of  Soviet-Iraqi 
political,  economic,  and  military  cooperation  and  [to]  the  creation  of 
the  national  oil  industry  in  Iraq,"  but  the  Soviet  Union  also  "expressed 
support  of  the  petroleum  policy  implemented  by  the  Iraqi  government." 
Moreover,  and  significantly,  the  USSR  specifically  endorsed  the  "deter¬ 
mined  stand  taken  by  the  . . .  [Ba'th]  party  and  the  Iraqi  government  with 
regard  to  the  monopolist  oil  companies."88  Kosygin's  omission  of  the 
problem  so  vitally  important  to  Baghdad  from  his  Kremlin  speech  and 
the  outright  endorsement  of  Iraq's  position  in  the  joint  communique 
could  be  interpreted  as  meaning  that  the  Soviet  side  had  been  won  over 
by  Saddam  Hussein  in  the  negotiations  which  followed  the  opening 
ceremonies. 

Be  that  as  it  may,  in  the  ensuing  months  the  USSR  continued  to  voice 
its  support  of  Baghdad's  determination  to  gain  control  of  the  country's 
petroleum  resources.  As  noted  earlier,  Kosygin's  April  1972  visit  to  Iraq 
might  have  been  viewed,  among  other  things,  as  an  official  endorse¬ 
ment  of  the  nationalization  of  the  ipc,  planned  for  later  in  the  year.  It 
will  be  recalled  that  his  presence  was  utilized  not  only  to  sign  the 
Treaty  of  Friendship  and  Cooperation  but  also  to  inaugurate  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  the  North  Rumailah  field,  which  had  been  developed  with  Soviet 
assistance.  Not  surprisingly,  Soviet  publications  described  the  event  as 
"a  truly  revolutionary  development  for  Iraq,  whose  oil  has  hitherto  been 
monopolized  by  Western  interests."89  It  was,  moreover,  "a  practical 
embodiment  of  the  slogan  'Arab  oil  for  the  Arabs,'"  because  "with  the 
opening  of  the  [North  Rumailah]  field  the  monopoly  of  Iraq  Petroleum 
in  extraction  and  export  of  Iraqi  oil  has  come  to  an  end."90  Reciprocat¬ 
ing,  Saddam  Hussein  spoke  of  the  opening  of  the  North  Rumailah  field 
as  a  "striking  symbol  of  Soviet-Iraqi  friendship."91  Finally,  the  joint 
communique,  issued  at  the  conclusion  of  Kosygin's  visit,  referred  to 
North  Rumailah  as  the  "beginning  of  an  important  stage  in  the  struggle 
of  the  Iraqi  people  against  the  penetration  of  the  imperialist  oil  monop¬ 
olies  [and]  for  the  achievement  of  complete  economic  independence  of 
the  Iraqi  Republic."92  The  stage  was  now  set  for  the  nationalization  of 
the  Iraqi  Petroleum  Company. 


Nationalization  of  the  IPC 

The  USSR  has  consistently  endorsed  the  principle  of  nationalization  of 
major  Western  companies  operating  in  the  countries  of  the  Third  World. 
It  is  equally  noteworthy,  however,  that  the  initiative  for  such  actions 
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invariably  came  from  the  developing  nations  themselves  and  that  the 
Kremlin  simply  endeavored  to  reinforce  their  resolution  by  offering 
moral  and,  where  applicable,  material  support.  For  example,  in  com¬ 
menting  on  the  proceedings  of  the  conference  of  the  oapec  countries 
held  in  Kuwait  in  March  1970,  Pravda  praised  the  participants  for 
urging  their  respective  governments  to  use  "one  of  the  Arabs'  greatest 
riches"  for  the  benefit  of  the  Arab  peoples.  The  best  way  to  achieve  this 
goal  was  to  nationalize  the  foreign  oil  companies.93  Similar  conclusions 
were  reached  at  the  Algiers  colloquium  of  the  Arab  oil  producers  held  in 
October  1970.  Here,  too,  it  was  argued  that  the  Arabs  must  coordinate 
their  activities  and  "formulate  a  joint  policy  toward  the  monopolies." 
Pravda  concurred,  concluding  that  the  "end  goal  of  all  these  mea¬ 
sures  .  .  .  [was]  full  liberation  of  the  natural  resources  of  the  Arab 
countries  from  the  power  of  foreign  capital."94 

Soviet  commentators  had  no  doubt  about  the  ultimate  outcome  of 
the  conflict  between  the  major  Western  oil  companies  and  the  petro¬ 
leum-producing  countries:  the  "continued  strengthening  of  .  .  .  [the 
latter's]  solidarity  .  .  .  will  undoubtedly  lead  to  the  development  of 
conditions  in  which  the  imperialist  oil  cartel  .  .  .  will  be  powerless  to 
prevent  the  transfer  of  control  over  Arab  oil  into  the  hands  of  its  real 
owners."95 

In  any  event,  matters  came  to  a  head  in  May  1972,  when  Baghdad 
accused  the  foreign  oil  companies  operating  in  Iraq  of  "subversive  ac¬ 
tivity."  Specifically,  it  was  argued  that  the  curtailment  of  production  in 
northern  Iraq  had  deprived  the  state  treasury  of  L33  million  in  revenues 
during  March,  April,  and  the  first  week  in  May.  The  authorities  re¬ 
sponded  by  presenting  the  ipc  with  an  ultimatum  demanding  that  it 
"increase  oil  extraction  to  the  full  capacity  of  the  oil  pipelines,  draw  up 
together  with  the  Ministry  of  Oil  and  Natural  Resources  a  long-term 
plan  for  oil  extraction  in  Iraq,  and  take  steps  to  insure  its  fulfilment." 
The  ipc,  according  to  the  New  Times,  was  given  two  weeks  to  respond, 
with  the  Iraqi  government  reserving  "the  right  to  take  whatever  steps  it 
considers  necessary  to  protect  the  legitimate  national  interests."96  So¬ 
viet  publications  noted  that  the  ultimatum  as  well  as  the  "initiation  of 
oil  extraction  through  the  nation's  own  efforts  were  a  source  of  acute 
irritation  to  the  monopolies."  There  was  clearly,  it  was  implied,  a  con¬ 
nection  between  the  two  events — the  recent  opening  of  the  North 
Rumailah  fields  "created  new  opportunities  for  the  Iraqi  people  in  their 
struggle  against  the  domination  by  foreign  monopolies."97 

In  line  with  its  previous  stand,  the  Soviet  government  came  out 
openly  and  unequivocally  in  support  of  the  June  1,  1972,  nationaliza- 
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tion  decree.  In  a  joint  communique  published  at  the  conclusion  of 
Foreign  Minister  Murtada  Said  Abd  al-Baki's  June  visit  to  Moscow,  "the 
Soviet  side  declared  its  support  for  the  Iraqi  government's  measures  and 
for  the  just  struggle  of  the  Iraqi  people, which  is  aimed  at  restoring  their 
sovereign  rights  over  the  country's  natural  resources  and  at  using  its  oil 
resources  in  the  interests  of  developing  an  independent  national  econ¬ 
omy.  .  .  ,"98 

The  Soviet  media  staged  a  major  campaign  in  support  of  the  national¬ 
ization  decree.  The  New  Times ,  quoting  the  Baghdad  Observer,  spoke 
of  a  "historic  landmark,"  while  Pravda  described  it  as  a  "proof  of  the 
firm  determination  of  the  government  and  people  ...  to  strengthen 
[Iraq's]  political  and  economic  independence,  to  march  along  the  path  of 
social  transformations."99  Combined  with  Syria's  decision  to  national¬ 
ize  the  assets  of  the  ipc,  the  two  measures  were  welcomed  as  a  "new 
page  in  the  struggle  of  the  Arab  peoples  for  full  control  over  their  natural 
resources  [and]  for  the  strengthening  of  [their]  national  sovereignty."100 
Finally,  the  nationalization  of  the  ipc  was  highly  important  because  it 
was  "not  simply  an  economic  sanction  employed  against  insolent  mo¬ 
nopolists  but  [was  also]  ...  a  direct  [political]  challenge  to  the  imperial¬ 
ist  powers."101 

Placing  the  events  of  June  1972  in  historical  perspective,  a  Soviet 
commentator  noted  that  they  followed  Algeria's  partial  nationalization 
of  the  foreign  oil  companies  and  Libya's  takeover  of  the  property  of  the 
British  Petroleum  Company.  Nevertheless,  Baghdad's  action  came  as 
something  of  a  surprise  because  until  then  the  members  of  opec  had 
"consistently  advocated  a  policy  of  gradual  pressure  on  the  interna¬ 
tional  monopolies  so  as  to  push  back,  step  by  step,  their  positions  as 
regards  the  terms  and  the  size  of  the  allotments  from  profit,  the  supply 
of  oil . . .  to  the  home  market,  the  activity  of  national  oil  companies  and 
a  number  of  other  issues."  Iraq's  action  was  understandable,  however, 
because  the  country  had  been  singled  out  by  the  international  oil  cartel 
as  "the  arena  where  the  monopolies  decided  to  give  battle  to  opec,  to  try 
and  split  its  ranks  and  once  again  demonstrate  their  strength."  The 
monopolies  miscalculated,  and  the  Soviet  analysts  attributed  the  car¬ 
tel's  failure  to  several  factors.102  First,  Iraq's  success  resulted  from  "the 
advance  of  the  national  liberation  movement  in  the  'Third  World' 
countries."  Second,  it  was  due  to  "the  consolidation  of  forces  by  oil- 
producing  countries"  and  to  their  determined  support  of  Baghdad's  and 
Damascus's  nationalization  decrees,  oapec's  decision  to  offer  financial 
assistance  to  Iraq  and  Syria  as  well  as  opec's  June  9  resolution  not  to 
replace  Iraqi  petroleum  on  the  world  market  were  a  case  in  point.  The 
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latter  action,  in  particular,  "deprived  the  monopolies  of  a  .  .  .  powerful 
weapon,  with  the  help  of  which  they  practically  reduced  to  naught  in 
1951-54  the  results  of  the  nationalization  of  the  Anglo-Iranian  Oil 
Company  ...  by  replacing  Iranian  oil  on  West  European  markets  by  oil 
from  other  countries,  including  Iraq."103  Third,  there  was  the  support 
extended  by  the  USSR  "and  other  socialist  countries."  Pravda  pointed 
out  that  successful  nationalization  of  the  ipc  depended,  in  part,  on 
Baghdad's  ability  to  launch  its  own  oil  industry.  Soviet  aid  was  de¬ 
scribed  as  having  been  crucial  for  two  reasons.  On  the  one  hand,  the  July 
1969  agreement  on  economic  and  technical  assistance  enabled  Iraq  to 
begin  operating  the  North  Rumailah  fields.  On  the  other,  Moscow 
launched  a  major  effort  to  revive  inoc  whose  effectiveness,  according  to 
Ali  Ghannam,  member  of  the  Ba'th  party  National  Command,  had  been 
paralyzed  by  "reactionary  forces"  acting  on  the  orders  from  the  outside. 
Only  because  of  Soviet  assistance,  said  Ali  Ghannam,  was  it  possible  to 
breathe  new  life  into  inoc.104  In  addition  to  helping  to  set  up  and  run 
the  national  oil  industry,  the  USSR  and  the  countries  of  Eastern  Europe 
also  undertook  to  purchase  Iraqi  petroleum  and  provided  tankers  neces¬ 
sary  for  its  shipment.105  Fourth,  there  was  the  decision  of  a  number  of 
major  Western  consumers  such  as  France,  Italy,  Spain,  West  Germany, 
Holland,  Greece,  Japan,  and  India  to  disregard  the  cartel's  call  for  boy¬ 
cott  and  to  continue  buying  Iraqi  oil.106 

In  short,  Iraq  had  scored  an  important  victory.  It  not  only  gained 
general  recognition  of  the  legitimacy  of  the  nationalization  decree  on 
the  part  of  the  international  community — an  effort  spearheaded  by  "the 
socialist  countries  and  all  the  anti-imperialist  forces" — but  also  suc¬ 
ceeded  in  securing  "de  facto  recognition  of  nationalization  by  ipc," 
extended  when  the  latter  agreed  to  reopen  negotiations  with  inoc.  It 
is  noteworthy,  however,  that  even  at  this  time  of  triumph  Moscow 
sounded  a  note  of  caution:  "The  Iraqi  Government  understands  that  the 
nationalization  decision  by  itself  does  not  signify  complete  and  final 
victory,  that  it  is  merely  the  beginning  of  a  real  battle  against  oil  imperi¬ 
alism.  Indeed,  the  monopolies  have  no  intention  of  losing  a  source  of 
such  huge  profits  without  resistance."107 

Among  the  various  avenues  open  to  the  cartel  were  control  of  the 
petroleum  markets  as  well  as  of  the  tanker  fleets;  possible  recourse  to 
legal  action  against  customers  willing  to  purchase  Iraqi  oil;  subversion 
and  "encouragement  of  right-wing  elements"  with  the  view  of  destabi¬ 
lizing  the  Iraqi  government;108  and,  last  but  not  least,  the  threat  or 
actual  use  of  force.  In  this  connection,  the  New  Times  informed  its 
readers  that,  in  the  wake  of  the  nationalization  decree,  the  British,  U.S., 
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French,  and  Dutch  governments  had  considered  "taking  joint  action 
against  Iraq"  and  that  London  was  "trying  to  bring  pressure  to  bear  upon 
Iraq  through  the  cento  military  bloc."  Nevertheless,  the  Soviets  found 
reassurance  in  the  argument  that  "the  days  of  gunboat  diplomacy  . . .  are 
gone  never  to  return"  and  in  the  statement  by  the  Iraqi  defense  minister 
that  the  country's  armed  forces  were  "ready  to  defend  the  revolutionary 
gains  of  the  people  against  all  encroachments."109  Pravda  pointed  out 
also  that  in  its  "just  struggle"  Iraq  was  not  alone — it  was  supported  by 
the  "other  Arab  peoples  (and]  its  strength  .  .  .  [was]  doubled  by  the 
backing  and  aid  of  the  Soviet  Union  and  other  socialist  countries."110 
Subsequently,  after  it  had  become  obvious  that  no  major  sanctions  were 
going  to  be  invoked  against  Iraq  after  all,  Moscow  went  back  to  routine 
expressions  of  support  for  the  nationalization  of  the  ipc.111 

In  October  1972  the  Arab  petroleum-producing  states  of  the  Persian 
Gulf  were  said  to  have  gained  a  "major  concession"  from  the  Western  oil 
companies.  By  that  was  meant  a  25  percent  participation  in  such  com¬ 
panies  (to  be  raised  to  a  5 1  percent  after  a  ten-year  period).  According  to 
Pravda,  all  past  efforts  on  the  part  of  the  producers  to  secure  a  share  in 
the  Western-owned  companies  had  been  unsuccessful  because  of  the 
cartel's  awareness  that,  once  set  into  motion,  the  process  would  ul¬ 
timately  lead  to  complete  nationalization.  However,  when  Iraq  and 
Syria  succeeded  in  nationalizing  the  assets  of  the  ipc,  the  monopolies 
were  forced  to  adopt  a  more  flexible  and  conciliatory  attitude.  They 
sounded  tactical  retreat  in  the  hope  that  partial  concessions  would 
protect  them  against  "more  serious  losses."  This  approach,  Pravda 
concluded,  was  not  likely  to  work — the  situation  "on  the  oil  front  has 
not  of  late  favored  the  monopolies."112 

Soviet  publications  were  also  elated  at  the  February  1973  agreement 
between  Iraq  and  the  ipc.  When  President  Bakr,  in  a  radio  and  television 
speech  of  March  1,  described  the  accord  as  "ensuring  Iraq's  sovereignty 
over  her  oil  wealth"  and  thanked  the  world's  "progressive  forces,"  in¬ 
cluding  the  "socialist  countries  [and]  especially  .  .  .  the  Soviet  Union," 
for  their  "support  .  .  .  [and]  disinterested  assistance,"  Pravda  hailed 
Baghdad's  "complete  victory"  over  the  ipc.  The  February  1973  agree¬ 
ment  was  judged  to  be  important  for  the  following  reasons.  It  brought  to 
an  end  the  "bitter  struggle  . . .  between  Iraq  and  the  Western  monopolies 
unwilling  to  reconcile  themselves  with  the  loss  of  their  positions"  in 
that  oil-rich  country. 1 13  Pravda  also  noted  that  Baghdad  remained  deter¬ 
mined  to  continue  its  "advance  against  the  positions  of  foreign  oil 
capital."  Thus,  the  assets  of  the  Mosul  Petroleum  Company  were  to 
pass  into  the  hands  of  the  Iraqi  government,  without  compensation,  on 
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March  31,  1973,  while  the  Basrah  Petroleum  Company  undertook  not 
only  to  increase  payments  to  Iraq  but  also  to  raise  the  production  of  oil 
to  80  million  tons  in  1976.  In  short,  the  cartel  had  proved  unable  to 
prevent  Baghdad  from  "striking  a  blow  against  imperialist  intentions  to 
deprive  the  progressive  Arab  regimes  of  their  important  weapon  in  the 
struggle  against  imperialism  [and]  reaction.  .  .  ,"114 

In  the  ensuing  months,  the  Kremlin  continued  to  voice  its  satisfac¬ 
tion  with  Iraq's  handling  of  the  "oil  monopolies"  and  to  emphasize  the 
role  which  the  USSR  had  played  in  enabling  Baghdad  to  nationalize  the 
assets  of  the  ipc.  In  a  Kremlin  speech  honoring  Saddam  Hussein  during 
his  March  1973  visit  to  Moscow,  Prime  Minister  Kosygin  expressed 
"happiness"  with  Iraq's  recent  successes  and  lauded  the  Ba'th's  "de¬ 
termination  and  perseverance"  in  defending  the  country's  "national 
riches."  The  premier  went  on  to  state:  "In  addressing  the  peoples  who 
have  gained  their  national  independence,  we  say:  build  your  life  accord¬ 
ing  to  your  own  interests  .  .  .  ,  own  your  national  riches,  use  them  to 
raise  [your  country's)  economy  and  culture  [and]  to  improve  the  living 
standards  of  the  people."1 15  In  his  speech,  Saddam  Hussein  thanked  the 
USSR  for  the  "important,  positive  role"  it  played  in  backing  the  Ba'th's 
efforts  to  "gain  a  victory  for  our  people"  but  went  on  to  ascribe  Bagh¬ 
dad's  success  mainly  to  the  "perseverance,  struggle,  and  sacrifices"  of 
the  ordinary  Iraqis.116  On  another  occasion,  Saddam  Hussein  listed  the 
factors  which  contributed  to  the  "successful  nationalization  of  the  ipc" 
in  the  following  order:  "steadfastness  of  the  Iraqi  people,  [and]  support 
of  the  Arab  and  other  friendly  nations,  especially  the  Soviet  Union."117 
Although  Moscow  and  Baghdad  differed  on  some  nuances  (i.e.,  how 
much  weight  should,  by  implication,  be  assigned  to  different  factors), 
they  were  in  general  agreement  that  both  the  perseverance  of  the  Iraqis 
and  the  Arab  and  Soviet  support  were  of  crucial  importance  in  guaran¬ 
teeing  the  success  of  the  nationalization  decree  of  June  1,  1972. 

Subsequently,  Moscow  endorsed  the  October  1973  nationalization  of 
the  U.S.  and  Dutch  holdings  in  the  Basrah  Petroleum  Company.  These 
"direct  blows"  were  struck  in  response  to  the  two  states'  "anti-Arab 
positions"  held  during  the  1973  war.118  Likewise,  during  his  December 
1973  visit  to  Baghdad,  Boris  Ponomarev,  candidate  member  of  the  cpsu 
Politburo  and  Central  Committee  secretary  in  charge  of  relations  with 
the  developing  countries,  expressed  the  Kremlin's  "approval  and  strong 
support"  of  the  "decisive  steps  [taken]  by  the  Iraqi  government  with 
respect  to  the  nationalization  of  its  petroleum  riches."119  Finally,  in 
December  1975  President  Bakr  announced  that  the  rcc  had  ordered  the 
nationalization  of  the  assets  of  the  last  two  foreign  companies  operating 
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in  Iraq:  the  British  Petroleum  Company  and  Compagnie  Frangaise  des 
Petroles.  According  to  Pravda,  the  decision  was  "warmly  supported  by 
the  Iraqi  people,"  including  the  Iraqi  Communist  party,  because  it  com¬ 
pleted  "Iraq's  lengthy  struggle  against  the  foreign  monopolies  for  the 
right  ...  to  be  the  master  of  its  own  natural  resources."120  Moscow 
concurred.  On  the  one  hand,  the  takeover  of  the  Basrah  Petroleum 
Company  "put  an  end  to  the  foreign  oil  operators'  grip  on  .  .  .  [Iraq's] 
economy."  On  the  other  hand,  as  noted  by  Oil  Minister  Tayeh  Abd  al- 
Kerim,  the  decision  was  of  great  political  importance  as  well.  It  strength¬ 
ened  "the  entire  Arab  nation,  which  is  confronted  with  imperialist 
conspiracies,  reactionary  machinations  and  Zionist  aggression."121 


Evaluation 

As  is  evident  from  the  above  discussion,  the  problem  of  the  nationaliza¬ 
tion  of  Iraq's  oil  industry  was  one  of  the  few  major  issues  facing  the 
ruling  Ba'th  party  in  the  early  1970s  on  which  Baghdad  and  Moscow  had 
found  themselves  in  full  agreement.  Even  before  1968,  the  USSR  came 
out  openly  in  favor  of  the  measures  adopted  by  the  various  republican 
governments  to  limit  the  scope  of  activities  of  the  ipc  and  its  subsidi¬ 
aries,  such  as  Laws  80,  97,  and  123.  The  Soviets  also  endorsed  the 
programs  aimed  at  accelerating  Iraq's  economic  development  on  the 
ground  that  more  efficient  agricultural  production  (to  be  achieved  by 
means  of  a  sweeping  agrarian  reform)  as  well  as  more  intensive  indus¬ 
trial  growth  would  enable  Baghdad  to  lessen  its  economic,  and  hence 
political,  dependence  on  the  West  and  would  thus  significantly  contrib¬ 
ute  to  the  general  weakening  of  the  Western  positions  in  the  Middle 
East.  With  this  in  mind,  the  USSR  was  prepared  not  only  to  offer  Iraq  its 
vocal  moral  and  political  support  but  also  to  come  to  Baghdad's  assist¬ 
ance  in  more  tangible  ways.  As  shown  in  chapter  1,  the  economic  and 
military  aid  programs  of  the  late  1950s  and  the  1960s  were  increased  in 
the  1 970s  with  the  result  that,  during  that  decade,  Iraq  emerged  as  one 
of  Moscow's  major  recipients  of  military  assistance  and,  to  a  lesser 
extent,  economic,  financial,  and  technical  aid  in  the  developing  world. 

Baghdad  was  glad  to  avail  itself  of  this  Soviet  support,  regarded  as 
indispensable  for  the  attainment  of  two  major  goals  which  the  various 
postrevolutionary  regimes,  and  especially  the  Ba'th,  felt  had  to  be 
reached  in  order  to  secure  Iraq's  complete  political  and  economic  inde¬ 
pendence  and  to  consolidate  the  authority  of  the  central  government. 
One  of  them  was  the  problem  of  the  Kurdish  quest  for  autonomy.  The 
other  issue  was  the  gaining  of  full  control  over  the  country's  oil  indus- 
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try.  This  objective  was  regarded  as  being  of  utmost  importance  not  only 
for  its  own  sake — that  is,  because  it  eliminated  Western  control  over  a 
significant  portion  of  Iraq's  petroleum  resources — but  also  because  the 
ipc  had  become  synonymous  with  foreign  control  over  the  country's 
economy  and,  to  a  lesser  degree,  of  its  political  life. 

In  short,  on  this  particular  issue,  the  interests  of  Baghdad  and  Mos¬ 
cow  coincided  to  a  remarkable  degree  and  thus  contributed  signifi¬ 
cantly  to  the  impression  that,  in  the  1970s,  Iraq  and  the  USSR  had 
become  very  close  friends,  if  not  outright  allies.  This  view  was  rein¬ 
forced  by  active  Soviet  participation  in  the  efforts  to  develop  Iraq's 
petroleum  industry  in  the  fields  nationalized  under  Law  80  (above  all  in 
the  North  Rumailah  sector)  and  to  help  establish  other  branches  of 
industry  as  well  as  to  strengthen  the  country's  armed  forces. 

Still,  while  there  could  be  no  doubt  about  the  general,  "strategic" 
confluence  of  Moscow's  and  Baghdad's  interests  with  regard  to  the 
problem  of  nationalization  of  Iraq's  oil  industry,  there  was  some  uncer¬ 
tainty  as  to  whether  the  USSR,  for  tactical  reasons,  actually  favored  a 
decisive  action  by  the  Ba'th  in  the  first  half  of  1972.  The  Kremlin's 
hesitation,  if  indeed  there  was  one,  might  have  been  caused  by  ap¬ 
prehension  that  the  petroleum  cartel  had  sufficient  economic  and  polit¬ 
ical  influence  to  persuade  the  Western  consumers  to  boycott  the  na¬ 
tionalized  Iraqi  oil.  Such  a  turn  of  events,  as  well  as  the  possible  threat 
or  actual  application  of  force,  would  have  placed  the  Soviets  in  an 
unenviable  position.  They  might  have  been  asked  to  absorb  much  of 
Iraq's  petroleum  production — not  an  appealing  prospect  in  1972 — or 
even  to  come  to  Baghdad's  defense  in  case  of  Western  military  interven¬ 
tion.  Whatever  reservations  the  Kremlin  may  have  had,  however,  appear 
to  have  been  removed  during  Saddam  Hussein's  February  1972  visit  to 
Moscow.  The  Treaty  of  Friendship  and  Cooperation  was  signed  soon 
afterward,  clearing  the  path  for  the  nationalization  degree  of  June  1. 

Thus,  the  USSR  and  Iraq  were  in  full  agreement  on  the  desirability  of 
the  nationalization  of  the  Western  oil  interests.  If  the  two  states  di¬ 
verged  at  all,  it  was  on  the  timing  of  the  action.  If  so,  and  if  the  Soviet 
Union  did  in  fact  urge  caution,  it  was  Iraq's  view  which  prevailed  in  the 
end.  Faced  with  Baghdad's  determination  to  proceed,  Moscow  was  con¬ 
fronted  with  the  choice  of  supporting  the  Ba'th  or  of  opposing  it  and 
thus  risking  a  deterioration  of  what,  in  1972,  must  have  appeared  to  the 
USSR  as  a  very  promising  relationship  with  an  important,  oil-rich,  and 
strategically  located  Arab  state.  The  Kremlin  decided  to  accommodate 
Iraq — but  another  instance  of  a  client-state  influencing  the  behavior  of 
the  patron.  In  the  overall  scheme  of  Soviet-Iraqi  relations,  this  was  not 
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the  most  prominent  example  of  Baghdad's  ability  to  influence  Moscow, 
but  it  was  important,  both  in  its  own  right  and  as  a  manifestation  of  the 
underlying  reality  of  that  relationship. 

Last,  since  in  the  past  the  USSR  had  been  highly  vocal  in  its  en¬ 
couragement  of  the  developing  countries  to  nationalize  the  assets 
of  major  Western  companies  operating  in  their  territory,  the  blame  for 
the  measures  by  the  petroleum-producing  nations  to  curtail  the  ac¬ 
tivities  of  the  Western  "oil  cartel"  has  occasionally  been  laid  at  the 
doors  of  the  Kremlin.  Nothing  could  have  been  further  from  the  truth. 
The  gradual  self-assertion  on  the  part  of  the  producers,  a  process  in 
which  the  1972  nationalization  of  the  ipc  was  an  important  landmark, 
had  been  prompted  by  their  own  determination  to  control  their  coun¬ 
tries'  natural  resources.  To  be  sure,  the  producers  not  only  found  en¬ 
couragement  in  Moscow's  strong  policy  but  also,  as  in  the  case  of  Iraq, 
sometimes  approached  the  USSR  in  search  of  moral  and  material  sup¬ 
port.  The  latter  was  usually  forthcoming,  but  the  initiative  for  gradual 
or  outright  nationalization  of  the  foreign  petroleum  companies  came 
invariably  from  the  producer  countries  themselves  and  not  from  the 
Kremlin. 


■  3 


The  Kurdish  Question 


The  Kurdish  drive  for  national  assertion  has  been  an  integral  and  impor¬ 
tant  factor  in  Middle  Eastern  politics  for  a  long  time.  Before  World  War  I 
the  Kurds  staged  periodic  rebellions  against  Ottoman  rule.  After  the 
dissolution  of  the  Empire  in  1918,  Kurdish  aspirations  received  a  signif¬ 
icant  boost  when  the  Western  powers,  under  the  terms  of  the  Treaty  of 
Sevres  (1920),  recognized  Kurdistan  as  an  independent  state.  Its  provi¬ 
sions  were  nullified  in  1923,  however,  when  the  Turkish  Republic  nego¬ 
tiated  a  new  agreement  with  the  Allied  powers.  The  Treaty  of  Lausanne 
reestablished  Ankara's  control  over  the  predominantly  Kurdish  parts  of 
southeastern  Turkey.1  The  Kurds  fared  no  better  in  post-World  War  I 
Persia  (Iran),  Iraq,  or  Syria.2  Of  the  four  Muslim  states  where  the  Kurds 
have  resided  after  the  dissolution  of  the  Ottoman  Empire,  only  Iraq 
recognized  them  as  an  officially  constituted  minority  with  specific 
constitutional  rights,  granted  in  1925  by  the  League  of  Nations  as  a 
condition  for  the  inclusion  of  the  oil-rich  Mosul  area  in  the  Iraqi  state. 
This  recognition  has  formed  the  basis  for  the  Kurdish  demands  for 
autonomy  since  1961. 3 

Under  the  monarchy,  the  last  major  Kurdish  uprising  took  place  in 
1945.  It  was  staged  by  the  newly  formed  Kurdish  Democratic  party, 
which  embraced  leftist  intellectuals,  among  them  Ibrahim  Ahmad  and 
Jalal  al-Din  Talabani,  as  well  as  conservative  tribal  elements  headed  by 
Mulla  Mustafa  al-Barzani.  In  1953,  the  organization  was  renamed  Kur¬ 
distan  Democratic  party  (kdp).  The  1945  uprising  was  suppressed  by  the 
government  forces,  but  a  group  of  Kurdish  warriors,  led  by  Mulla  Mus¬ 
tafa,  escaped  to  neighboring  Iran  and  helped  their  compatriots  in  estab¬ 
lishing  the  Kurdish  Republic  of  Mahabad.  After  the  latter  was  overrun 
by  the  Iranian  army,  Mulla  Mustafa  and  some  of  his  followers  found 
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refuge  in  the  USSR,  where  they  remained  until  the  overthrow  of  the 
Iraqi  monarchy  in  luly  1958.4 

The  republican  regime,  headed  by  Colonel  Abd  al-Kerim  Kassem, 
expressed  itself  in  favor  of  Arab-Kurdish  "partnership"  and  permitted 
the  exiled  Kurds  to  return  to  Iraq.  The  move  was  favored  by  the  Iraqi 
left,  including  the  Iraqi  Communist  party  (icp),  and  may  have  been 
influenced  by  Kassem's  desire  to  strengthen  the  nationalist  (as  con¬ 
trasted  with  pan-Arab)  groups  in  order  to  counterbalance  the  influence 
of  the  Ba'th  and  other  pro-Nasser  factions  in  Iraq  which  favored  a  union 
between  Baghdad  and  Cairo.  (The  Kurds,  who  constitute  approximately 
one-quarter  of  Iraq's  population  and  who  would  have  been  reduced  to  an 
insignificant  minority  in  any  larger  Arab  state,  have  been  among  the 
staunchest  supporters  of  Iraq's  independence.)  When  Mulla  Mustafa, 
who  soon  emerged  as  his  people's  leading  spokesman,  began  pressing 
demands  for  Kurdish  autonomy,  Kassem  turned  against  him.  Hostilities 
began  in  September  1961  and  continued  intermittently  until  spring 
1963,  when  the  Iraqi  strongman  was  overthrown  by  a  group  of  Ba'thist 
officers.5 

On  March  10,  1963,  the  new  regime  promised  to  guarantee  "the  rights 
of  the  Kurds  on  the  basis  of  decentralization."  The  authorities  preferred 
the  term  decentralization  to  autonomy.  Recognition  of  the  latter,  it 
was  feared  in  Baghdad,  might  be  but  a  prelude  to  demands  for  Kurdish 
independence  which  no  Iraqi  government,  regardless  of  its  political 
leanings,  was  prepared  to  grant.6  However,  as  in  the  case  of  Kassem's 
"Arab-Kurdish  partnership,"  these  "rights"  were  not  defined.  After  a 
brief  interlude,  marked  by  unsuccessful  negotiations  and  growing  mu¬ 
tual  suspicion,  hostilities  were  resumed  in  June  1963.  The  regime  of 
Abd  al-Salam  Aref,  which  came  to  power  in  November  1963,  initially 
persevered  in  efforts  to  subdue  the  Kurds  but  proved  no  more  successful 
than  its  predecessors.  A  truce  was  signed  in  February  1964,  only  to  be 
broken  in  April  1965  when  the  Iraqi  army  resumed  the  offensive.  It,  too, 
ended  in  a  failure.7 

Relative  calm  was  restored  in  the  summer  of  1966,  after  Prime  Minis¬ 
ter  Abd  al-Rahman  Bazzaz  announced  a  twelve-point  peace  program 
which  recognized  Kurdish  autonomy  in  northern  Iraq.  Before  his  plan 
could  be  implemented,  however,  Bazzaz  was  forced  to  resign  and  his 
successors,  who  openly  disapproved  of  his  moderation,  did  nothing  to 
carry  it  into  effect.8  Their  inaction  was  prompted  by  reluctance  to  grant 
autonomy  to  the  Kurds,  by  preoccupation  with  other  pressing  domestic 
problems,  and,  finally,  by  Iraq's  participation  in  the  Arab-Israeli  war  of 
1967. 
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Moscow  and  the  Kurdish  Problem  Before  1968 

Since  the  overthrow  of  the  Iraqi  monarchy  in  1958  the  USSR  has  consis¬ 
tently  backed  what  it  described  as  legitimate  Kurdish  demands  for 
national  autonomy  within  the  confines  of  the  Iraqi  republic.  In  the  early 
stages  this  Soviet  attitude  was  reflected,  among  other  things,  in  the 
position  adopted  by  the  icp.  A  report  on  the  subject,  published  by  the 
organization's  Central  Committee  in  March  1962,  argued  that  "democ¬ 
racy  will  be  meaningless,  mere  nonsense  for  the  Kurdish  people,  unless 
they  are  guaranteed  the  real  possibility  of  enjoying  their  national  rights 
and  managing  their  own  affairs.  This  can  be  achieved  only  through 
autonomy."  The  term  was  explained  to  include  "an  administrative  terri¬ 
tory  whose  affairs  should  be  in  the  hands  of  an  elective  legislative  body 
which,  in  turn,  would  elect  an  executive  body  responsible  to  the  peo¬ 
ple."9 

The  USSR  and  the  icp  denied  Baghdad's  allegations  that  past  Kurdish 
revolts  against  the  central  government  of  Iraq  were  a  result  of  "foreign 
intrigues."  They  were,  rather,  the  outcome  of  "national  oppression 
being  intensified  to  the  extreme."  For  this  reason,  Kurdish  aspirations 
were  deemed  worthy  of  Soviet  and  Iraqi  Communist  support.  Moreover, 
"national  autonomy  for  Iraqi  Kurdistan  would  reinforce  militant  Arab- 
Kurdish  fraternity  against  imperialism  and  .  . .  (domestic]  reactionaries, 
would  further  democracy,  safeguard  national  independence  and  contrib¬ 
ute  to  social  progress."  Conversely,  any  attempts  to  subdue  the  Kurds  by 
means  of  brute  force  would  merely  "facilitate  the  intrigues  of  imperial¬ 
ism  and  reaction  aimed  at  disrupting  the  unity  of  the  two  peoples."10 

The  Bazzaz  plan  of  June  1966,  which  recognized  the  Kurds'  "right . . . 
to  share  in  the  administration  of  the  areas  they  inhabit"  and  provided 
for  development  aid  and  for  instruction  in  the  Kurdish  language  in  the 
region's  schools,  was  regarded  by  Moscow  as  a  step  in  the  right  direc¬ 
tion.  It  soon  became  obvious,  however,  that  the  regime  of  Abd  al- 
Rahman  Aref  was  in  no  hurry  to  implement  the  promised  reforms. 
Thus,  "large-scale  economic  development,"  designed  to  upgrade  the 
standard  of  living  in  the  northern  region,  was  found  by  a  Soviet  journal¬ 
ist  who  visited  Iraq  in  January  1968  to  be  "a  thing  of  the  rather  remote 
future."  Instead,  "the  authorities  and  the  Kurdish  leaders  are  at  present 
concerned  primarily  with  the  solution  of  political  problems,  which  are 
extremely  acute."  In  this  respect,  too,  the  government  was  not  deliver¬ 
ing  on  its  promises.  Taking  the  composition  of  local  administrative 
bodies  as  an  example,  the  New  Times  correspondent  noted  that  "while 
in  the  lower  municipal  organs  the  Kurds  often  constitute  the  majority, 
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in  the  higher  organs  the  proportion  is  much  smaller."  Moreover,  the 
selection  process  was  described  as  "somewhat  discriminatory."  The 
followers  of  Mulla  Mustafa  found  most  of  the  administrative  jobs  allo¬ 
cated  to  the  Kurds  going  to  the  members  of  "the  breakaway  Democratic 
Party  led  by  Jelal  Talabani."  Finally,  the  widely  heralded  education 
reform  was  not  being  fully  implemented,  either.  In  most  northern 
towns  Kurdish  was  taught  in  the  first  four  grades  only;  anyone  wishing 
to  continue  education  beyond  the  fourth  level  had  to  do  so  in  Arabic.11 

The  fact  that  there  had  been  no  large-scale  fighting  in  Iraqi  Kurdistan 
since  mid- 1 966  was  thought  to  be  "noteworthy  in  itself."  However,  the 
ceasefire,  combined  with  a  widespread  desire  to  avert  another  war,  was 
"evidently  not  enough  to  ensure  the  establishment  of  a  real,  lasting 
peace."  On  the  Kurdish  side,  as  noted,  the  New  Times  correspondent 
had  recorded  widespread  and  justified  complaints  with  Baghdad's  "in¬ 
consistency  in  observing  the  1966  programme."  On  the  government's 
side,  he  discovered  that  many  Iraqi  generals  were  longing  for  another 
opportunity  to  subdue  the  Kurds  by  means  of  armed  force.12  This  atti¬ 
tude  was  particularly  reprehensible,  Pravda  noted,  because  past  wars  in 
Kurdistan  had  significantly  detracted  from  Iraq's  contribution  to  Arab 
efforts  to  confront  Israel.13  Baghdad's  stance  was  all  the  more  unfortu¬ 
nate  in  that,  in  June  1967,  Mulla  Mustafa  issued  "a  special  statement 
expressing  complete  solidarity  with  the  just  cause  of  the  Arabs."14 


The  Ba’thi  Coup,  July  1968 

In  its  Proclamation  No.  1,  issued  on  July  17,  1968 — the  day  on  which 
the  Ba'th  overthrew  the  ineffective  regime  of  Abd  al-Rahman  Aref — the 
regime  of  President  Ahmad  Hasan  al-Bakr  announced  its  determination 
"to  achieve  national  unity  . . .  [and  to]  end  the  problems  in  the  North."15 
As  the  Revolutionary  Command  Council  (rcc)  explained  in  a  state¬ 
ment  of  August  3,  the  Kurdish  problem  would  be  resolved  on  the  basis 
of  the  1966  Bazzaz  plan.  The  announcement  signified  official  approba¬ 
tion  on  the  part  of  the  Ba'thi  regime  of  the  principle  of  Kurdish  auton¬ 
omy  within  the  framework  of  the  Iraqi  union.  Concurrently,  the  govern¬ 
ment  took  a  number  of  other  steps  designed  to  persuade  the  Kurds  of  the 
sincerity  of  its  intentions.  It  invited  four  Kurds  to  join  the  new  cabinet, 
issued  an  amnesty  to  all  Kurds  who  had  taken  part  in  the  1966  insurrec¬ 
tion,  and  ordered  Kurdish  to  be  taught  in  the  schools  of  the  northern 
region.16 

As  in  the  past,  however,  little  came  of  this  auspicious  beginning.  In 
the  period  between  the  fall  of  1 968  and  the  spring  of  1970,  when  another 
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reconciliation  attempt  temporarily  halted  armed  clashes  between  the 
followers  of  Mulla  Mustafa  and  the  government  forces,  relations  be¬ 
tween  the  two  antagonists  continued  to  deteriorate.  They  did  so  in  spite 
of  the  Ba'th's  continuing  assurances  of  its  dedication  to  the  principle  of 
Kurdish  autonomy  and  in  spite  of  the  government's  occasional  efforts  to 
deal  with  the  actual  grievances.  For  example,  in  July  1969  the  Office  for 
Kurdish  Affairs,  attached  to  the  rcc  and  headed  by  Murtada  al-Hadithi, 
was  established  in  Baghdad.  In  early  October,  following  the  reorganiza¬ 
tion  of  the  administrative  structure  of  the  country,  two  new  governor- 
ates  (or  provinces)  were  created.  One  of  them  was  the  Kurdish  governor- 
ate  of  Dahuk.17  In  December,  in  response  to  the  deteriorating  situation 
in  Kurdistan,  a  special  high-level  committee  was  set  up  in  Baghdad  to 
implement  government  reforms  in  the  northern  region.  An  accompany¬ 
ing  statement  reiterated  the  authorities'  determination  to  safeguard  the 
Kurdish  nationality,  to  recognize  Kurdish  as  the  official  language  "in 
areas  which  are  predominantly  Kurdish,"  and  to  make  provision  for 
"fair  Kurdish  representation  in  the  government,  public  administration, 
the  Armed  Forces  and  elective  offices."  In  addition,  some  development 
aid  was  extended  to  the  northern  region.18 

Nevertheless,  the  majority  of  the  Kurds  remained  skeptical  about 
Baghdad's  ultimate  intentions.  They  mistrusted  the  Bakr  regime  for  a 
number  of  reasons.  Many  believed  that  the  major  government  offensive 
undertaken  in  the  summer  of  1963 — when  the  Ba'th  ruled  Iraq  for  the 
first  time  and  when  Bakr  was  the  prime  minister — was  a  result  of  his 
personal  initiative.  The  Kurds  also  could  not  help  noticing  that  the 
government's  pronouncements  were  not  matched  by  its  actions:  the 
actual  reforms  were  slow  in  coming  and  were  not  as  far-reaching  as  had 
been  promised  originally.19  Moreover,  Mulla  Mustafa  and  his  followers 
were  dismayed  at  what  they  perceived  as  the  authorities'  desire  to  effect 
a  split  in  the  Kurdish  community  by  supporting  rival  groups,  such  as 
the  kdp  faction,  headed  by  Jalal  Talabani  and  Ibrahim  Ahmad.  Thus,  of 
the  four  Kurds  who  joined  the  revolutionary  government  in  July  1968, 
two  were  members  of  Mulla  Mustafa's  Kurdistan  Democratic  party 
while  the  others  were  followers  of  Talabani.  The  friction  between  them 
contributed,  in  mid-August  1968,  to  the  resignation  of  the  pro-Barzani 
ministers.20  Another  indication  of  the  government's  bias,  as  perceived 
by  Mulla  Mustafa,  was  provided  by  the  authorities'  treatment  of  al- 
Ta’khi,  official  organ  of  the  pro-Barzani  kdp,  published  in  Baghdad.  The 
newspaper,  which  had  been  repeatedly  shut  down  in  the  past,  was 
suspended  again  in  October  1968.  Instead,  al-Nur,  a  new  Kurdish  news¬ 
paper  reflecting  the  views  of  Jalal  Talabani  and  Ibrahim  Ahmad,  was 
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licensed  and  vowed  to  protect  the  interests  of  the  "vigilant  vanguard  of 
the  toiling  masses  of  Kurdistan"  in  cooperation  with  the  Ba'thi  authori¬ 
ties.  As  hostilities  in  northern  Iraq  intensified  in  the  fall  of  1968,  al-Nur 
came  out  squarely  on  the  side  of  the  central  government.  Among  other 
things,  it  accused  Mulla  Mustafa's  followers  of  "violent  crimes  against 
the  Kurdish  people"  and  described  the  Kurdish  problem  as  "a  conflict 
between  Kurdish  revolution  and  Kurdish  reaction  supported  by  imperi¬ 
alism."21 

In  1969  the  fighting  intensified  and  was  accompanied  by  increasingly 
bitter  verbal  exchanges.  Bakr,  in  his  address  of  July  18,  warned  the  Kurds 
that  he  would  not  tolerate  secession.  Mulla  Mustafa,  in  turn,  accused 
the  Ba'thi  authorities  of  waging  a  "war  of  genocide"  and  appealed  to  un 
Secretary-General  U  Thant  to  send  a  fact-finding  committee  to  Kur¬ 
distan  and  to  use  his  influence  to  end  the  hostilities.22 

Nevertheless,  in  late  1969  signs  began  to  appear  suggesting  the  pos¬ 
sibility  of  yet  another  attempt  at  a  peaceful  resolution  of  the  Kurdish 
problem.  In  an  interview  with  Le  Monde,  Mulla  Mustafa  defined  the 
aims  of  the  Kurdish  revolution  as  "unity  of  our  people  and  our  proper 
autonomy  within  a  democratic  Iraqi  state."  At  the  same  time,  it  was 
reported  in  Baghdad  that  contacts  between  the  government  and  Mulla 
Mustafa  had  been  initiated  earlier  in  December.  The  reports  proved 
correct  when  Saddam  Hussein  announced  on  January  24,  1970,  that  the 
authorities  were  negotiating  with  Mulla  Mustafa  "to  lay  down  a  final 
peace  formula  reestablishing  fraternity  between  Arabs  and  Kurds  and 
ending  all  forms  of  conflict  between  them."23 

As  might  have  been  expected,  the  Kremlin  applauded  the  Ba'th's 
initial  commitment  to  the  principles  of  a  peaceful  resolution  of  the 
Kurdish  problem  and  of  Kurdish  autonomy  within  the  Iraqi  state.  Sub¬ 
sequently,  such  measures  as  the  proclamation  of  an  amnesty  affecting 
all  Kurds  who  participated  in  the  insurrection,  the  projected  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  Kurdish  university  and  of  an  academy  of  the  Kurdish  lan¬ 
guage,  and  the  setting  aside  of  scholarships  for  Kurdish  students,  were 
also  lauded  in  the  Soviet  publications.24 

Soviet  analysts  initially  shared  the  skepticism  of  Mulla  Mustafa  and 
his  followers  concerning  the  Ba'thi  intentions.  Commenting  on  the 
Provisional  Constitution,  adopted  in  September  1968,  a  Soviet  author 
noted  its  "lack  of  precision"  on  the  question  of  the  Kurdish  right  to 
national  autonomy,  a  fact  "which  .  .  .  could  not  but  alarm  the  leaders  of 
the  Kurdish  liberation  movement."  Further  cause  for  concern  was  pro¬ 
vided  in  October  1968  by  the  government's  reported  backing  of  the  pro- 
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Talabani  military  units  in  the  ongoing  clashes  with  Mulla  Mustafa's 
forces,  known  as  Pesh  Merga.25 

As  the  Ba'thi  authorities  stepped  up  their  "repressive  measures" 
against  the  Kurds,26  Moscow  came  out  openly  in  favor  of  Mulla  Mus¬ 
tafa.  In  an  important  series  of  articles,  which  clearly  reflected  the  atti¬ 
tude  of  the  Soviet  government,  Evgenii  Primakov,  then  a  Pravda  corre¬ 
spondent,  reiterated  the  Kremlin's  traditional  sympathy  for  the  Kurdish 
quest  for  autonomy.  He  admitted  to  presenting  mainly  the  Kurdish 
point  of  view  but  justified  his  bias  on  the  ground  that  he  found  "most 
of . . .  [the  Kurdish  arguments]  convincing."  "In  the  name  of  objectivity," 
Primakov  conceded  that  several  valid  arguments  had  been  presented  by 
the  opposite  side  as  well.  For  instance,  an  unnamed  Arab  leader  held 
that  a  national  minority  should  not  attempt  to  weaken  from  within  the 
Arab  world  while  it  was  engaged  in  the  "struggle  against  imperialism, 
[and]  for  the  liquidation  of  the  consequences  of  the  [1967]  Israeli  aggres¬ 
sion."  But  to  Primakov,  such  views  were  but  an  "additional  and  ex¬ 
tremely  weighty  . . .  argument"  in  favor  of  a  "final  peaceful  resolution  of 
the  problem  of  northern  Iraq  in  the  interests  of  the  Arabs  as  well  as  the 
Kurds."27 

Throughout  1969  the  Soviet  attitude  on  the  Kurdish  problem  re¬ 
mained  essentially  unchanged.  The  media  praised  the  Iraqi  government 
for  "progressive"  steps  taken  in  stimulating  the  country's  economy,  in 
strengthening  the  state  sector,  and  in  weakening  the  "positions  of  impe¬ 
rialism,"  particularly  in  the  production  of  oil.  On  the  Kurdish  question, 
the  USSR  approved  such  measures  as  the  opening  of  a  Kurdish  univer¬ 
sity  in  Sulaimaniyyah,  the  setting  up  of  a  new  Kurdish  province  of 
Dahuk,  and  the  channeling  of  financial  aid  to  stimulate  the  economic 
development  of  the  northern  region.  But  the  basic  problem — that  of 
granting  the  Kurds  national  autonomy — remained  unresolved.  This 
Primakov  found  all  the  more  regrettable  because  "time  spent  without 
vigorous  attempts  to  find  acceptable  forms  of  satisfying  the  national 
aspirations  of  the  Kurdish  population  within  the  framework  of  the  Iraqi 
state  works  to  the  benefit  of  extremist  elements  on  both  sides."28 

Since  the  fall  of  1969,  Mulla  Mustafa  and  the  Ba'thi  authorities  had 
been  engaged  in  intensive  secret  negotiations  to  reach  a  compromise 
settlement  of  the  Kurdish  question.  Awareness  of  these  efforts,  com¬ 
bined  with  a  desire  to  impress  on  both  Baghdad  and  the  Kurds  the 
importance  which  Moscow  attached  to  an  early  solution,  was  reflected 
in  another  major  article  in  Pravda.  Commenting  on  the  abortive  coup 
staged  in  Baghdad  on  January  21,  1970,  Primakov  wrote  that  the  re- 
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bellion  was  the  work  of  "extreme  reactionary  elements  [who]  had  been 
'nurtured'  by  the  American  intelligence  service  and  other  outside 
forces,"  meaning  Iran.  One  of  the  coup's  main  objectives,  Primakov 
argued,  was  to  torpedo  the  Iraqi-Kurdish  dialogue  which,  of  late,  had 
been  "developing  successfully."  Desire  to  prevent  the  resolution  of  the 
Kurdish  problem  was  dictated  by  the  outsiders'  determination  to  keep 
Iraq  weak  "at  a  time  when  the  Arab  peoples  are  waging  a  difficult  anti¬ 
imperialist  struggle."  Noting  the  "extraordinary  importance  [which]  a 
peaceful  settlement  in  the  north  has  for  the  Iraqi  state"  and  for  the  Arab 
cause  generally,  Primakov  concluded  that  the  USSR  "has  always  stood 
for  the  peaceful,  democratic  resolution  of  this  highly  important  ques¬ 
tion.  .  . 


The  Accord  of  1970 

Peace  returned  to  war-torn  Kurdistan  in  the  spring  of  1970.  Announcing 
the  termination  of  hostilities,  President  Bakr  said  that  the  authorities 
had  recognized  "the  right  of  the  Kurdish  citizens  to  enjoy  their  national 
rights."  Responding,  Mulla  Mustafa  praised  the  Ba'th's  "important  and 
positive  initiative"  and  promised  Kurdish  cooperation  in  the  quest  "to 
ensure  a  durable  peace.  .  .  ,"30  The  agreement  between  the  two  parties, 
known  as  the  March  Manifesto,  consisted  of  a  fifteen-point  program. 
Among  other  things,  it  recognized  the  Kurds'  right  to  national  auton¬ 
omy  within  the  framework  of  a  united  Iraq  and  provided  for  propor¬ 
tional  Kurdish  representation  in  the  central  government  and  the  Na¬ 
tional  Assembly.  (The  implementation  of  this  provision  depended  on  a 
new  census  to  be  taken  at  an  unspecified  future  date.)  It  also  called  for 
the  appointment  of  a  Kurdish  vice  president  and  five  Kurdish  ministers; 
for  an  amendment  to  the  provisional  constitution  whereby  two  na¬ 
tionalities  (Iraqi  and  Kurdish)  would  be  designated  officially;  and  for  the 
recognition  of  Kurdish  as  an  official  language  in  those  areas  where  the 
Kurds  constituted  a  majority  of  the  population.31  As  became  evident 
later,  the  agreement  promised  full  implementation  of  all  provisions  not 
later  than  four  years  after  its  proclamation  32 
The  Kurdish  leaders  expressed  their  satisfaction  with  the  March 
Manifesto.  Mulla  Mustafa  said  that  it  "fulfilled  the  ambitions  of  the 
Kurdish  people  and  the  objectives  of  its  struggle  for  national  independ¬ 
ence"  and  Mahmud  Uthman,  member  of  the  kdp  Politburo,  promised 
active  Kurdish  participation  in  the  Arab  struggle  against  Israel.33  The 
General  Congress  of  the  kdp,  held  in  July  1970,  amended  its  statutes  to 
emphasize  the  close  links  between  Kurdish  and  Arab  nationalism  and 
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Mulla  Mustafa,  commenting  on  the  March  Manifesto  on  the  occasion 
of  its  first  anniversary,  declared  that  the  "settlement  has  been  an  impor¬ 
tant  factor  in  .  .  .  strengthening  domestic  unity,  promoting  peace  and 
stability  and  putting  an  end  to  the  chaos,  corruption,  killing  and  con¬ 
flict  which  harmed  the  country."34 

Initially,  the  Ba'thi  regime  was  anxious  to  demonstrate  its  willing¬ 
ness  to  implement  the  provisions  of  the  March  1970  accord.  Later  that 
month  five  Kurdish  ministers  were  brought  into  the  reshuffled  cabinet. 
Of  these,  the  most  important  post  went  to  Mohammed  Mahmud,  a 
follower  of  Mulla  Mustafa.  He  was  appointed  to  the  Ministry  of  De¬ 
velopment  of  Northern  Iraq  and  was  responsible  for  the  implementa¬ 
tion  of  the  economic  program  envisaged  in  the  March  Manifesto.  The 
authorities  also  set  up  a  nine-man  committee  "to  supervise  the  imple¬ 
mentation"  of  the  accord.35 

Other  signs,  too,  pointed  to  the  normalization  of  Iraqi-Kurdish  rela¬ 
tions.  In  March  1970  the  government  released  all  Kurdish  prisoners 
held  for  political  reasons  and  disbanded  the  irregular  Kurdish  units  used 
in  the  fight  against  the  forces  of  Mulla  Mustafa.36  In  addition,  al-Nur 
ceased  publication  in  late  March  "at  the  request  of  the  Ministry  of 
Information,"  and  al-Ta’khi  reappeared  in  early  May  after  a  suspension 
of  a  year  and  a  half  37  The  Kurds  reciprocated  by  closing  down  the  Voice 
of  Kurdistan  radio  station  and,  in  early  1971,  by  handing  over  to  the 
Iraqi  authorities  "large  numbers"  of  heavy  weapons.38 

In  mid-July  1970  President  Bakr  announced  the  adoption  of  a  new 
provisional  constitution,  Iraq's  fourth  in  twelve  years.  Among  other 
things,  it  endorsed  the  Kurdish  rights  granted  in  the  March  agreement. 
At  a  press  conference  of  July  20  Bakr  listed  the  reforms  introduced  by 
the  central  government  and  expressed  confidence  that  peace  in  Kur¬ 
distan  had  come  to  stay.39  In  addition,  the  authorities  appeared  to  have 
made  a  concerted  effort  to  contribute  to  the  economic  development  of 
Kurdistan.  It  was  announced  in  January  1971  that  Iraq's  Planning  Coun¬ 
cil  had  allocated  id  4  million  for  "the  urgent  implementation  of  a  plan 
to  develop  industry,  agriculture  and  communications"  in  the  northern 
provinces.  This  was  followed  by  another  appropriation  of  id  2.25  mil¬ 
lion  in  February,  bringing  the  total  allocation  for  the  Kurdish  areas  since 
March  1970  to  approximately  id  16  million.40  It  is  important  to  note, 
however,  that  these  and  other  figures  advanced  by  the  central  govern¬ 
ment  should  not  be  accepted  uncritically.  As  Keith  McLachlan  pointed 
out  in  his  perceptive  discussion  of  Baghdad's  financial  allocations  in  the 
Kurdish  region  in  1974  and  1975:  "It  is  altogether  unclear  how  much  of 
the  allocation  was  actually  disbursed,  and  even  less  clear  how  much 
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was  spent  on  creating  improved  conditions  for  the  inhabitants  of  the 
northern  region  against  expenditures  on  military  and  quasi-military 
structures,  strategic  roads  and  the  implementation  of  land  reform."41 

In  any  event,  taken  at  their  face  value,  actions  and  pronouncements 
by  Iraq's  Arabs  and  Kurds  might  have  led  to  the  conclusion  that  durable 
peace  had  finally  been  restored  in  the  northern  region  and  that  relations 
between  the  two  protagonists  were  at  long  last  proceeding  toward  nor¬ 
malization.  As  is  often  the  case  with  Middle  Eastern  politics,  however, 
appearances  were  misleading.  Even  in  the  initial  euphoria  of  March 
1970,  it  did  not  take  long  for  important  differences  to  surface.  Some  of 
them,  such  as  the  issue  of  pensions  to  be  paid  to  the  families  of  Kurdish 
military  personnel  killed  in  action  during  the  wars  fought  between  1961 
and  1970,  were  resolved  to  Mulla  Mustafa's  satisfaction.42  Others,  how¬ 
ever,  were  not  and  contributed  to  the  poisoning  of  relations  and,  ul¬ 
timately,  to  the  resumption  of  large-scale  hostilities  in  1974  and  1975. 

One  such  problem  revolved  around  the  appointment  of  a  Kurdish  vice 
president.  Initially,  it  was  rumored  that  Mulla  Mustafa  had  withheld  a 
nomination  because  of  his  irritation  with  Baghdad's  failure  to  appoint 
Kurdish  governors  for  the  provinces  of  Kirkuk,  Sulaimaniyyah,  Arbil, 
and  Mosul.43  A  short  while  later,  however,  Beirut's  weekly  al-Sayyad 
reported  that  the  kdp  had  nominated  Party  Secretary  Mohammed  Habib 
Kerim,  but  that  he  was  turned  down  by  the  government  because  his 
close  association  with  Iran  had  made  him  "an  undesirable  person."44 

The  most  significant  differences  separating  the  Iraqi  government  and 
the  kdp,  however,  were  the  issues  of  demarcation  of  the  area  of  Kurdish 
autonomy  and  of  definition  of  the  status  of  the  city  of  Kirkuk.  A  basic 
prerequisite  for  the  resolution  of  these  problems  was  the  holding  of  a 
national  census — the  first  since  1957 — to  determine  the  distribution  of 
the  population  in  the  disputed  areas,  above  all  in  Kirkuk.  (A  city  of 
approximately  a  hundred  thousand  inhabitants,  Kirkuk  has  a  mixed 
population  of  Arabs,  Kurds,  Turkomans,  and  Assyrians.)  But,  as  noted 
by  Le  Monde,  it  became  obvious  as  early  as  mid- 1970  that  the  govern¬ 
ment  was  doing  its  best  to  postpone  the  holding  of  the  census  until  the 
Arabs  constituted  a  majority  in  Kirkuk  as  well  as  in  other  disputed 
areas.  With  this  goal  in  mind,  a  concerted  effort  encouraging  Arabs  to 
settle  in  and  around  the  city  got  underway  soon  after  the  March  1970 
accord.45  The  Ba'th  was  not  the  only  party  attempting  to  strengthen  its 
hand  in  the  northern  region,  a  fact  evident  in  1971,  when  the  Iraqi 
Kurds,  soon  after  the  March  agreement,  began  "importing"  their  Iranian 
compatriots  and  resettling  them  in  Iraqi  Kurdistan.  According  to  the 
Ba'thi  sources,  some  100,000  Iranian  Kurds  had  settled  in  Iraq  after 
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March  1970.  This  came  out  into  the  open  when  al-Ta’khi  demanded 
that  the  immigrant  Kurds  be  granted  Iraqi  citizenship.  The  request  was 
denied,  and  the  ensuing  bitter  debate  between  the  kdp  organ  and  the 
government's  al-Jumhuriyyah  ended  only  after  a  personal  intervention 
by  Saddam  Hussein.46 

Additional  strains  in  the  tenuous  KDP-Ba'th  relationship  surfaced  in 
the  spring  and  summer  of  1971.  Baghdad  Radio  announced  on  May  25 
that  Murtada  al-Hadithi  had  met  Mulla  Mustafa  in  Kirkuk  to  discuss 
"the  situation  in  the  northern  area."  "Reliable  sources"  in  Baghdad 
reported  that  the  meeting  had  been  prompted  by  a  note  sent  by  the 
Kurdish  leader  to  President  Bakr  accusing  the  government  of  deliber¬ 
ately  delaying  the  census  while  sending  Arab  settlers  to  Kirkuk  "to 
dilute  the  Kurdish  presence  there."  Bakr  pointedly  replied  that  the  Iraqi 
army  was  "fully  capable  of  maintaining  law  and  order."47 

Even  before  the  March  1970  agreement  was  reached,  the  Kremlin  had 
been  of  the  opinion  that  traditional  antagonism  between  Iraq's  two 
major  nationalities  required  not  yet  another  transitory  and  ineffectual 
arrangement  but  a  radical  solution  which  would  go  to  the  roots  of  the 
Kurdish  problem.  For  this  reason,  Pravda  quoted  approvingly  the  views 
expressed  by  Saddam  Hussein  in  a  January  1970  interview  with  Evgenii 
Primakov: 

The  starting  point  of  the  settlement  must  be  the  recognition  of  the 
existence  in  Iraq  of  the  Kurdish  nation  as  well  as  the  Arab  nation. 
These  two  nations  are  territorially  united,  and  they  have  a  common 
destiny.  We  must  not  obstruct  the  finding  of  a  .  .  .  constitutional 
formula  that  would  confirm  the  national  rights  of  the  Kurds.  We 
do  not  want  temporary,  spur  of  the  moment  solutions.  We  must 
achieve  a  settlement  of  the  Kurdish  problem  in  Iraq  for  all  time,  so 
that  the  future  generations  will  never  suffer  because  it  is  unre¬ 
solved.48 

Writing  a  short  time  later,  Igor'  Beliaev  and  Evgenii  Primakov  agreed: 
"The  proclamation  of  Kurdish  national  autonomy  was  an  objective 
necessity,  without  which  there  could  be  no  firm  union  of  the  two 
peoples,  and  was  the  sole  means  of  resolving  the  national  question  in 
Iraq."49 

In  line  with  these  views,  the  Kremlin  enthusiastically  supported  the 
March  Manifesto:  "The  Soviet  people,  who  have  always  advocated  a 
peaceful  and  democratic  solution  to  a  question  of  such  major  impor¬ 
tance  to  Iraq's  fate,  sincerely  welcome  the  agreement.  .  .  ."50  In  an 
official  telegram  of  March  17,  1970,  Chairman  of  the  Presidium  of  the 
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USSR  Supreme  Soviet  Nikolai  Podgorny  and  Prime  Minister  Aleksei 
Kosygin  congratulated  Bakr  on  the  peaceful  resolution  of  the  Kurdish 
problem  and  expressed  the  Kremlin's  conviction  that  "this  important 
agreement  will  contribute  to  the  strengthening  of  national  unity  and 
friendship  between  the  two  fraternal  peoples  of  the  Iraqi  republic."51 
Moscow  also  expected  that  the  March  agreement  would  "facilitate 
the  uniting  in  a  single  national  front  all  of  the  country's  progressive 
forces."52 

The  March  Manifesto,  it  was  generally  agreed,  represented  a  "tri¬ 
umph  of  good  sense"  for  which  both  the  Ba'th  and  the  Kurdistan  Demo¬ 
cratic  party  deserved  the  highest  Soviet  praise.  As  Aleksei  Vasil'ev 
explained  in  a  lengthy  commentary  on  the  first  anniversary  of  the 
agreement,  the  latter  "required  a  serious  political  choice  by  the  Iraqi 
government."  The  authorities  "understood  that  without  the  resolution 
of  the  Kurdish  problem,  without  the  strengthening  of  national  unity,  it 
was  impossible  to  implement  social  reforms  and  to  pursue  an  [effective] 
anti-imperialist  policy."  Likewise,  a  "realistic  position  was  also  adopted 
by  the  leadership  of  the  Kurdish  movement.  It  proved  capable  of  bypass¬ 
ing  the  obstacle  of  mistrust  toward  the  Iraqi  government,  created  during 
the  years  of  open  warfare."53 

In  examining  other  factors  which  contributed  to  the  peaceful  resolu¬ 
tion  of  the  Kurdish  problem,  the  Soviet  media  noted  also  the  "con¬ 
structive  role"  played  by  the  Iraqi  Communist  party  as  well  as  by  the 
USSR.  Beliaev  and  Primakov  insisted  that  success  in  reaching  the  Iraqi- 
Kurdish  accommodation  was  "to  a  large  extent  a  consequence  of  the 
resolute  struggle  waged  by  the  Iraqi  Communists  for  the  speedy  peace¬ 
ful  [and]  democratic  settlement  in  the  north."54  In  eliciting  praise  for 
the  "favorable  influence  that  the  Soviet  policy  in  the  Near  East  had 
exerted  on  the  search  of  [the  Kurdish-Iraqi]  agreement,"  Pravda  quoted 
Mahmud  Uthman  to  the  effect  that  the  "friendly  Soviet  Union  had 
supported  a  peaceful  settlement  of  the  Kurdish  question."  Specifically, 
it  "had  helped  .  .  .  stimulate  the  dialogue  and  had  facilitated  the  attain¬ 
ment  of  results  that  are  necessary  to  guarantee  Arab  and  Kurdish  na¬ 
tional  interests."55 

In  addition,  the  Iraqi-Kurdish  settlement  was  held  to  be  of  cardinal 
importance  for  the  future  development  of  Iraq  because  it  deprived  the 
imperialist  powers  of  a  major  opportunity  to  intervene  in  the  internal 
affairs  of  the  country,  "to  weaken  it  militarily  and  economically  .  .  . 
[and]  to  undermine  the  .  .  .  all-Arab  struggle  [aimed  at]  liquidating]  the 
consequences  of  the  Israeli  aggression."  The  accord  also  struck  a  blow  at 
the  "internal  pro-imperialist  reactionary  forces"  which,  by  means  of 
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inciting  the  Arab-Kurdish  conflict,  had  endeavored  "to  regain  their  lost 
positions"  in  Iraq.56  Finally,  the  agreement  "opened  unprecedented  op¬ 
portunities  for  broadening  cooperation  between  the  Kurds  and  the 
Arabs."57 

Alongside  the  delight  at  the  conclusion  of  the  agreement,  a  note  of 
caution  crept  into  early  Soviet  comments  on  the  March  Manifesto.  The 
problems,  as  Moscow  saw  them,  were  twofold.  On  the  one  hand,  the 
Arabs  and  the  Kurds  were  warned  that  "forces  hostile  to  . . .  [them]  have 
not  ceased  their  subversive  activities  aimed  at  sabotaging  the  accord." 
Among  such  "forces"  were  the  "domestic  reaction"  and  the  "agents  of 
Israel  and  of  the  imperialist  powers."  Their  purpose  was  "to  aggravate 
the  situation  [and]  to  provoke  conflicts  between  the  Arabs  and  the 
Kurds  ...  in  the  expectation  of  pushing  Iraq  into  the  abyss  of  a  new  civil 
war."  On  the  other  hand,  both  the  Arabs  and  the  Kurds  were  admon¬ 
ished  that  the  implementation  of  a  "successful  national  policy,"  as  the 
experience  of  many  countries  had  shown,  was  a  "difficult  task  demand¬ 
ing  painstaking  daily  work."58  It  required  "discarding  the  burden  of  the 
past,  overcoming  the  remnants  of  hostility  and  mutual  distrust,  and 
showing  a  maximum  of  patience,  support,  and  mutual  understand¬ 
ing."59 

In  reviewing  the  early  implementation  of  the  March  agreement,  the 
Soviet  press  lauded  the  Ba'th  for  attempting  to  achieve  national  recon¬ 
ciliation.  Pravda  praised  the  inclusion  in  the  cabinet  of  five  members  of 
the  kdp,  the  proclamation  of  a  new  Provisional  Constitution  which 
endorsed  the  rights  of  the  Kurdish  minority,  and  the  lifting  of  the  state 
of  emergency,  introduced  in  196 5. 60  Among  other  measures  which  the 
Kremlin  regarded  as  important  Ba'thist  contributions  to  the  normaliza¬ 
tion  of  the  situation  in  Iraq  were  the  legalization  of  the  Kurdistan 
Democratic  party;  the  appointment  of  Kurds  to  administrative  and 
judicial  positions  in  the  northern  region  (including  the  governorship  of 
the  Sulaimaniyyah  province);  the  reinstatement  of  Kurdish  officers  in 
their  jobs  in  the  Iraqi  army,-  and  the  rcc's  decision  to  allocate  resources 
for  an  accelerated  economic  development  of  the  Kurdish  areas.61 

Moscow  was  similarly  impressed  with  the  attitude  adopted  by  the 
Kurdistan  Democratic  party.  As  an  expression  of  the  Kremlin's  benev¬ 
olence,  extensive  coverage  was  given  in  the  Soviet  press  to  the  proceed¬ 
ings  of  the  Eighth  Congress  of  the  kdp,  held  in  July  1970. 62  In  a  subse¬ 
quent  article  devoted  to  the  twenty-fifth  anniversary  of  the  founding  of 
the  party  and  entitled  "Tempered  in  Battle,"  Pavel  Demchenko  also 
commented  on  the  congress.  Its  documents,  as  well  as  the  speeches  by 
the  kdp  leaders,  made  it  clear  that  the  "party  considers  the  Kurdish 
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democratic  movement  an  inseparable  part  of  the  country's  democratic 
forces  and  gives  top  priority  to  total  implementation  of  the  March 
agreement."  Equally  praiseworthy  was  the  kdp's  insistence  on  the  "cre¬ 
ation  of  a  national-democratic  front  which  would  include  all  of  the 
country's  anti-imperialist  forces:  the  ruling  Ba'th  party,  the  Kurdistan 
Democratic  party,  and  the  Iraqi  Communist  party."63  In  view  of  these 
considerations,  the  Central  Committee  of  the  cspu,  in  its  message  to 
the  Central  Committee  of  the  kdp,  wished  the  latter  "new  successes  on 
the  path  of  strengthening  the  unity  of  actions  of  all  the  progressive, 
anti-imperialist  forces  of  Iraq  ...  in  the  struggle  against  imperialism  and 
reaction,  for  the  full  implementation  of  the  agreement  on  peaceful 
resolution  of  the  Kurdish  problem."64 

Thus,  the  USSR  expressed  extreme  gratification  at  the  signing  of  the 
1970  accord  and  supported  its  implementation  with  all  the  means  at  its 
disposal.  At  the  same  time,  the  Kremlin  could  not  remain  oblivious  to 
the  fact  that  important  problems  remained  and  serious  differences  con¬ 
tinued  to  separate  the  leaders  of  the  Ba'th  and  of  the  kdp.  As  early  as 
March  1971,  therefore,  in  commenting  on  the  first  anniversary  of  the 
agreement,  Pravda  once  again  called  on  both  the  Iraqi  government  and 
the  Kurds  to  show  "political  sagacity,  vigilance,  and  tolerance."  It  noted 
that  during  the  past  year  there  was  achieved  a  "certain  degree  of  trust 
and  cooperation  between  the  leadership  of  the  kdp  and  the  Iraqi  Ba'th 
party.  However,  it  sill  remains  a  fact  that  the  Arab-Kurdish  conflict  has 
left  behind  .  .  .  mutual  complaints  and  bitterness."  In  view  of  these 
considerations,  Pravda  warned  that  "extremist  mood  among  the  Kurds 
as  well  as  the  Arabs,  which  is  shared  by  some  politicians  who  do  not 
possess  sufficient  restraint  [and]  maturity,  could  seriously  harm  Iraq."65 


Deterioration  of  Iraqi-Kurdish  Relations 

In  the  summer  and  fall  of  1971,  relations  between  the  Kurds  and  the 
central  government  deteriorated  sharply.  The  process  was  accelerated, 
in  late  September,  by  an  abortive  attempt  to  assassinate  Mulla  Mustafa. 
Even  though  the  Ba'th  party  on  September  30  sent  him  "an  urgent 
message"  which  condemned  "the  wicked  attempt"  as  an  effort  to  dis¬ 
turb  peace  in  northern  Iraq,  many  Kurds  suspected  that  the  assassina¬ 
tion  had  been  ordered  by  the  Revolutionary  Command  Council.66  Their 
attitude  was  shared  by  Mulla  Mustafa.  In  an  interview  with  Beirut's 
L'Orient-Le  Jour,  published  on  November  18,  the  Kurdish  leader  at¬ 
tacked  his  Ba'thi  counterparts  publicly  for  the  first  time  since  early 
1970:  "We  cannot  have  confidence  in  the  people  in  Baghdad — they  have 
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no  notion  of  ethics.  We  cannot  approve  of  .  .  .  (their]  arbitrary  use  of 
power."  Mulla  Mustafa  noted  also  that  some  of  the  "essential  elements" 
of  the  March  Manifesto  had  not  been  implemented.  Among  them  were 
withdrawal  of  Iraqi  forces  from  the  Kurdish  areas,  clear  demarcation  of 
the  land  area  of  Kurdish  autonomy,  definition  of  the  status  of  Kirkuk, 
appointment  of  Kurds  to  government  jobs  proportionate  to  their  per¬ 
centage  of  the  total  population,  and  special  allocations  from  the  state 
budget  for  development  projects  in  Kurdistan.67  For  these  reasons,  the 
kdp  refused  to  subscribe  to  the  National  Charter,  promulgated  earlier  in 
the  month.68 

The  growing  tension  in  Kurdistan  displeased  the  Soviets  and 
prompted  another  of  Demchenko's  periodic  visits  to  Iraq.  His  extensive 
commentary  shed  some  light  on  the  evolution  of  Moscow's  policy  and, 
for  this  reason,  deserves  to  be  considered  in  detail.  The  article,  entitled 
"Alarm  in  the  Kurdish  Mountains,"69  reflected  a  decision  to  engage  in  a 
balancing  act  between  the  two  forces  which,  once  again,  appeared  to  be 
on  a  collision  course.  It  also  indicated  the  continuation  of  attempts  to 
persuade  the  antagonists  to  resume  the  dialogue  in  order  to  resolve  their 
differences  by  political  rather  that  military  means.  Specifically,  Dem¬ 
chenko  subscribed  to  several  of  Mulla  Mustafa's  basic  arguments, 
among  them  his  view  that  the  assassination  attempt  had  "exacerbated 
the  situation  throughout  Iraq  and  (had)  created  the  worst  tension  since 
March  1970."  Moving  to  larger  issues,  Demchenko  also  supported 
Mulla  Mustafa's  contention  that,  even  before  September  1971,  the  im¬ 
plementation  of  the  March  Accord  had  encountered  serious  problems: 
"Some  articles  have  been  carried  out  slowly,  while  others  have  not  been 
acted  upon  at  all."  Pravda  used  this  opportunity  to  raise  its  own  objec¬ 
tions  to  the  Ba'th's  domestic  policy.  Demchenko  pointed  to  "two  addi¬ 
tional  circumstances  (which]  have  been  aggravating  the  situation"  in 
Iraq.  First,  he  blamed  the  government  for  the  "lack  of  unity  among 
the  .  .  .  political  forces  supporting  a  progressive  platform — the  ruling 
Ba'th  party,  the  kdp,  and  the  [Iraqi]  Communist  party."  The  absence  of 
such  unity  was  all  the  more  regrettable  in  that  "right-wing,  reactionary 
circles  have  persevered  in  their  efforts  to  replace  the  .  .  .  [Ba'thi]  regime 
and  to  assume  power."  Second,  the  Ba'th's  intransigence  appeared  in¬ 
comprehensible  in  view  of  the  determination  displayed  by  the  "imperi¬ 
alist  powers  and  their  agents  ...  to  prevent  the  consolidation  of  author¬ 
ity  and  of  stability"  in  Iraq  and  to  interfere  in  Iraq's  domestic  affairs.70 

Well  aware  of  Iraq's  importance  to  the  USSR's  overall  position  in  the 
Middle  East,  the  Kremlin  still  was  unwilling  to  back  the  Kurds  and  thus 
totally  alienate  the  Ba'th.  For  this  reason,  Demchenko  not  only  stopped 
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short  of  repeating  some  of  Mulla  Mustafa's  stronger  charges  against  the 
central  government,  but  also  actually  subscribed  to  Baghdad's  official 
view  of  the  assassination  attempt.  According  to  al-Thawrah,  "major 
provocations"  in  Kurdistan  occurred  whenever  the  country's  political 
groupings  were  moving  toward  reconciliation  and  whenever  the  central 
government  was  attempting  to  wrest  concessions  from  the  "imperialist 
interests"  in  Iraq.  Since  the  assassination  attempt  was  made  "on  the  eve 
of  negotiations"  with  the  Western  oil  companies,  negotiations  designed 
to  limit  their  concession  rights  in  Iraq,  the  conflict  with  the  Kurds 
would  significantly  weaken  the  position  of  the  central  government. 
Hence  the  conclusion  that  the  Ba'thi  authorities  were  not  in  any  way 
implicated  in  the  attempt  to  kill  Mulla  Mustafa  and  that,  therefore,  it 
had  to  be  the  work  of  the  "imperialist  powers  and  their  agents,  [includ¬ 
ing]  the  domestic  reaction."71 

Moreover,  while  admitting  to  the  difficulties  in  implementing  the 
March  Decree,  Demchenko  agreed  with  the  Ba'th  that  the  overall  situa¬ 
tion  in  Kurdistan  had  improved  significantly  over  the  past  year  and  a 
half.  He  noted  that  Kurdish  autonomy  had  been  officially  recognized  by 
the  Baghdad  authorities,  that  the  Kurds  had  been  drawn  into  the  na¬ 
tional  government  and  had  been  given  important  administrative  assign¬ 
ments  in  the  northern  region,  and  that  money  had  been  made  available 
to  raise  the  economic  and  cultural  standards  of  the  Kurdish  population. 
In  addition,  the  activities  of  the  Kurdistan  Democratic  party  had  been 
legalized,  the  publication  of  al-Ta’khi  had  resumed,  and  units  of  Pesh 
Merga  had  been  entrusted  with  maintaining  internal  security  in  the 
north.  The  message  Pravda  delivered  was  clear:  enough  progress  had 
been  achieved  to  forestall  the  necessity  of  a  renewed  recourse  to  arms. 
This  view,  Demchenko  noted  pointedly,  was  also  shared  by  Mulla  Mus¬ 
tafa,  who  personally  assured  him  that  the  Kurds  would  do  their  best  to 
ensure  that  the  hostilities  did  not  resume.  This  important  article  con¬ 
cluded  on  an  up-beat  note:  "the  leaders  of  the  republic  and  of  the  kdp 
have  displayed  enough  wisdom  and  composure  to  prevent  events  from 
taking  a  dangerous  turn."72 

In  1972  and  1973  the  ancient  rivals  continued  to  edge  closer  to  an¬ 
other  confrontation.  There  were  still  the  familiar  expressions  of  dedica¬ 
tion  to  the  principles  of  the  "historic  declaration"  of  March  1970. 73 
More  and  more  often,  however,  these  sentiments  were  mixed  with 
warnings,  such  as  the  one  issued  by  Bakr  at  the  1972  May  Day  rally,  of 
"difficulties  and  obstacles"  created  by  "the  enemies  of  the  peaceful  and 
democratic  solution  of  the  Kurdish  problem."74  Responding,  the  kdp,  in 
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an  official  statement  of  July  31,  1972,  publicly  threatened  to  resume 
civil  war  if  the  peace  accord  granting  the  Kurds  regional  autonomy  was 
not  implemented  in  full.75  In  the  fall  of  1972  the  Ba'th  and  the  kdp 
issued  lengthy  memoranda  justifying  their  respective  positions  and 
blaming  each  other  for  the  deterioration  of  the  situation  in  northern 
Iraq.76 

Finally,  in  a  major  article  on  November  2,  al-Thawrah  accused  "cer¬ 
tain  prominent  members"  of  the  kdp  of  passing  military  secrets  to  Iran 
for  transmission  to  the  Israeli  intelligence.  Contacts  between  the  kdp 
and  Tehran's  "reactionary  rulers,"  the  Ba'thi  paper  continued,  were 
causing  "great  concern"  in  Baghdad.  Moreover,  Iranian  arms  were  flow¬ 
ing  into  the  northern  region,  the  Iraqi  Kurds  were  receiving  military 
training  in  Iran,  and  members  of  the  Kurdish  "armed  movement"  were 
supporting  Iranian  forces  in  border  clashes  with  the  Iraqi  units.77  Alle¬ 
gations  of  Mulla  Mustafa's  cooperation  with  Iran  as  well  as  with  the 
United  States  and  Israel  have  since  been  well  documented.  The  shah's 
involvement — a  function  of  traditional  Tehran-Baghdad  hostility — be¬ 
gan  in  1958  and  accelerated  in  the  1960s,  and  especially  in  the  early 
1 970s.  Jerusalem  supported  the  Kurds  to  deflect  Iraq's  attention  from 
the  Arab-Israeli  conflict,  while  Washington  resented  rapprochement 
between  Baghdad  and  Moscow  and  as  well  as  the  1972  nationalization 
of  the  Iraq  Petroleum  Company.78 

By  the  summer  of  1973,  acts  of  sabotage  against  the  Iraqi  military 
installations  and  occasional  clashes  between  army  units  and  Pesh 
Merga  had  become  a  commonplace  occurrence.  The  hopelessness  of  the 
situation  was  graphically  illustrated  by  an  interview  which  Mulla  Mus¬ 
tafa  gave  to  a  correspondent  of  the  Washington  Post  in  June  1973.  The 
Kurdish  leader  accused  the  Iraqi  government  of  duplicity  and  double¬ 
dealing  ("These  Arabs  seem  to  favor  a  no  war,  no  peace  policy  every¬ 
where.  We  have  it  here,  too,  where  they  make  war  under  the  cover  of  a 
peace  agreement")  and  intimated  that  further  clashes  between  the 
Kurds  and  the  government  forces  were  imminent.  With  this  as  a  back¬ 
ground,  Mulla  Mustafa  appealed  for  "political,  humanitarian  or  mili¬ 
tary  help,  open  or  secret,"  from  the  United  States  for  his  "small  nation 
of  poor  and  oppressed  people."  In  exchange,  "we  are  ready  to  do  what 
goes  with  American  policy  in  this  area  if  America  will  protect  us  from 
the  wolves.  If  support  were  strong  enough,  we  could  control  the  Kirkuk 
(oil]  field  and  give  it  to  an  American  company  to  operate."  Referring 
to  Baghdad's  nationalization  of  the  Iraq  Petroleum  Company's  assets, 
Mulla  Mustafa  said  that,  if  consulted,  he  would  have  opposed  it  and 
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described  the  nationalization  decree  as  "an  act  against  the  Kurds."  He 
also  admitted  receiving  military  aid  from  Iran  and  implied  that  some 
assistance  was  reaching  the  Kurds  from  Israel  as  well.79 

The  seriousness  of  the  situation  was  clearly  recognized  in  Baghdad.  In 
a  speech  commemorating  the  fifth  anniversary  of  the  Ba'thist  revolu¬ 
tion,  Bakr,  on  July  17 ,  1973,  admitted  to  "past  mistakes"  by  both  sides 
and  assured  the  Kurds  that  his  regime  remained  committed  to  the 
principles  enunciated  in  the  March  Manifesto.  He  then  called  on  the 
kdp  to  work  with  the  authorities  to  restore  order  in  the  northern  region. 
Echoing  these  sentiments,  Saddam  Hussein,  in  a  press  conference  held 
the  next  day,  promised  that  the  Kurds  would  be  granted  self-government 
by  March  1 974. 80  These  appeals  and  promises  were  of  no  avail,  however. 
It  appears  in  retrospect  that,  by  mid-1972  at  the  latest,  both  Mulla 
Mustafa  and  the  Ba'th  no  longer  believed  that  a  peaceful  solution  of  the 
Kurdish  problem  was  possible  and  proceeded  with  their  plans  for  the 
next  confrontation. 

In  1972  there  also  occurred  a  perceptible  shift  in  Moscow's  stand  on 
the  Kurdish  question.  In  retrospect,  this  change  can  be  traced  back  to  a 
number  of  what  the  Kremlin  must  have  regarded  as  compelling  reasons. 
The  most  significant  one  was  no  doubt  the  Iraqi  government's  desire  to 
upgrade  its  relations  with  the  USSR  by  signing  a  treaty  of  friendship  and 
cooperation.  It  is  true  that  Baghdad's  wish  for  rapprochement  was  dic¬ 
tated  by  the  perceived  necessity  of  securing  Moscow's  support  in  the 
impending  clash  with  the  Western  oil  companies,  and  it  stands  to 
reason  that  the  Kremlin  was  well  aware  of  Iraq's  motives.  As  noted  in 
chapter  1,  the  Soviets  unquestionably  recognized  in  the  Ba'thi  overture 
an  opportunity  to  weaken  Western  influence  and  to  improve  their  own 
position  in  Baghdad.  Hence,  Moscow  proceeded  to  back  Iraq  in  its 
confrontation  with  the  petroleum  companies  and  agreed  to  enter  into  a 
formal  treaty  of  friendship  and  cooperation.  Because  Mulla  Mustafa  had 
been  opposed  to  the  strengthening  of  the  central  government,  achieved 
by  the  1972  treaty  with  the  USSR,  and  of  the  successful  nationalization 
of  the  Iraq  Petroleum  Company,  he  sought  (and  received)  renewed  Ira¬ 
nian,  Israeli,  and  U.S.  assistance.  The  Kremlin,  through  Baghdad  or  its 
own  intelligence  sources,  must  have  been  appraised  of  and  perturbed  by 
Mulla  Mustafa's  activities.  For  all  these  reasons,  the  cooling  of  Soviet 
feelings  toward  the  kdp  should  not  have  come  as  a  surprise. 

The  shift  in  Moscow's  position  manifested  itself  in  the  following 
ways.  First,  in  a  marked  departure  from  a  decade-long  practice,  the 
Soviet  press  relegated  the  Kurdish  issue  to  a  state  of  near  obscurity. 
Second,  when  it  was  raised,  the  Soviet  statements  exhibited  an  un- 
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mistakable  tendency  to  accept  and  adopt  the  position  held  by  the  Iraqi 
government. 

Thus,  as  high-level  contacts  between  Moscow  and  Baghdad  con¬ 
tinued  to  grow  in  1972,  an  interesting  pattern  emerged  in  their  respec¬ 
tive  pronouncements  on  the  Kurdish  problem.  In  the  course  of  that  year, 
Saddam  Hussein  and  Bakr  visited  the  USSR,  in  February  and  September 
respectively,  while  Kosygin  traveled  to  Iraq  in  April.  The  speeches  by 
Saddam  Hussein  (in  Moscow  and,  on  occasion  of  the  Soviet  premier's 
visit  to  Iraq,  in  Baghdad)  contained  no  references  to  the  Kurds.  The  same 
was  true  of  Bakr's  public  address  in  the  Soviet  capital.  Kosygin  and 
Podgomy,  in  contrast,  invariably  praised  the  "progressive  policies"  of 
the  Iraqi  government,  including  "successful  implementation"  of  the 
1970  agreement.81  The  joint  communiques,  issued  at  the  end  of  Saddam 
Hussein's  and  Kosygin's  trips,  noted  merely  that  the  Iraqi  side  had 
informed  the  Soviet  government  about  measures  to  achieve  a  "peaceful 
[and]  democratic  solution  of  the  Kurdish  problem  in  accordance  with 
the  Declaration  of  March  1 1,  1970."  The  joint  communique  of  Septem¬ 
ber  1972,  however,  went  one  step  further.  In  it,  the  Kremlin  actually 
gave  its  full  approbation  to  the  Ba'th's  handling  of  the  problem:  "The 
Soviet  side  valued  highly  .  .  .  the  progressive,  anti-imperialist  course 
[and]  the  successes  achieved  by  the  Iraqi  people  in  the  economic,  politi¬ 
cal,  and  social  spheres.  It  also  expressed  satisfaction  with  the  measures 
undertaken  in  the  implementation  of  the  [March]  Declaration  .  .  .  ."82 
Considering  the  true  state  of  affairs  in  the  northern  region,  acceptance 
of  Baghdad's  position  provided  a  clear  illustration  of  Moscow's  decision 
to  side  with  the  Ba'th. 

Additional  light  on  the  change  in  the  Kremlin's  attitude  was  shed  by 
the  decreasing  volume  of  and  a  shift  in  emphasis  in  the  commentaries 
on  Iraqi-Kurdish  relations  which  appeared  in  the  Soviet  press.  To  be 
sure,  the  USSR  remained  committed  to  the  principle  of  a  "peaceful 
democratic  solution  of  the  Kurdish  problem"  as  provided  for  by  the 
March  Accord.83  Along  with  the  icp,  the  Kremlin  also  continued  to 
uphold  the  view  that  "the  best  solution  of  the  national  question  [in  Iraq] 
is  to  grant  the  Kurds  autonomy  within  the  Iraqi  Republic."84  At  the 
same  time,  Moscow  expressed  renewed  concern  that  major  differences 
between  the  Arabs  and  the  Kurds  remained  unresolved  and  continued  to 
exert  a  negative  influence  on  the  political  situation  in  Iraq.  The  Soviet 
press  warned  that  "deviation"  from  Arab-Kurdish  cooperation  was 
bound  to  provide  "imperialism  and  reaction"  with  new  opportunities 
"to  restore  their  positions"  in  Iraq.85  Even  more  ominous  were  calls  to 
combat  "bourgeois  nationalism"  and  "chauvinism,"  described  as  major 
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roadblocks  on  the  path  to  success  "in  the  national  and  social  revolu¬ 
tions."86  In  addition  to  the  more  pronounced  urgency  of  these  appeals, 
their  importance  lay  in  the  fact  that,  in  1972  and  1973,  they  appeared  to 
be  directed  not  at  Baghdad  but  at  the  Kurds. 

For  the  time  being,  these  Soviet  references  to  the  mounting  problems 
in  the  northern  region  were,  to  some  extent,  offset  by  public  insistence 
that  important  segments  in  the  kdp,  including  Mulla  Mustafa,  re¬ 
mained  committed  to  the  principle  of  a  peaceful  resolution  of  the 
Kurdish  problem.  For  example,  at  the  meeting  between  high-level  func¬ 
tionaries  of  the  cpsu  and  the  kdp,  held  on  August  25,  1972,  the  latter 
assured  the  Kremlin  of  its  determination  to  seek  a  peaceful  solution  of 
the  Kurdish  question  and  of  its  efforts  in  assisting  the  implementation 
of  the  March  agreement.87  However,  no  public  pronouncements  could 
conceal  the  fact  that,  by  1973,  relations  between  the  Baghdad  authori¬ 
ties  and  the  kdp  were  rapidly  approaching  a  breaking  point.  In  view  of 
the  delicacy  of  the  situation  and  of  its  own  commitment  to  support  the 
Iraqi  government,  the  Soviet  press  passed  in  relative  silence  the  deterio¬ 
rating  situation  in  Kurdistan.  (There  was,  for  instance,  no  reference  at 
all  to  Mulla  Mustafa's  explosive  interview  with  the  Washington  Post.) 
The  closest  Pravda  came  to  acknowledging  the  true  state  of  affairs  was 
an  article  by  Evgenii  Primakov.  Having  noted  that  the  "culmination  of 
the  socioeconomic  transformations  in  Iraq  ...  [as  well  as  its]  future 
internal  and  external  successes"  depended  on  the  "full  settlement  of  the 
Kurdish  problem,"  Primakov  observed  that  the  "enemies  of  the  progres¬ 
sive  regime  in  Iraq"  had  recently  "doubled  and  trebled  their  energy"  in 
an  attempt  to  "foster  Arab-Kurdish  differences."88 

In  contrast  with  Soviet  publications  which,  in  spite  of  Moscow's 
obvious  preferences,  were  publicly  maintaining  an  attitude  of  detach¬ 
ment  from  Iraq's  internal  squabbles,  the  country's  Communist  party 
made  no  secret  of  its  strong  disapproval  of  the  Kurdish  position.  Differ¬ 
ences  between  the  two  groups  surfaced  in  the  summer  of  1973,  after  the 
Ba'th  and  the  icp  had  agreed,  in  May,  to  form  the  National  Front.89  On 
several  occasions  (before  and  during  1973),  the  kdp  expressed  itself  in 
favor  of  the  Front90  but,  as  subsequently  became  apparent,  the  Kurds 
refused  to  join  it  until  the  three  parties  had  reached  an  agreement  on 
"general  principles  and  joint  action."  The  icp  weekly  al-Fikr  al-Jadid, 
on  August  28,  found  this  Kurdish  attitude  "astonishing."91 

Additional  signs  of  the  rapidly  deteriorating  situation  appeared  in 
early  fall  of  1973.  On  September  2  the  National  Front  announced  its 
decision  to  "draw  up  a  comprehensive  plan  for  self-government  in  Kurd¬ 
ish  areas."  It  would  then  be  submitted  to  the  Iraqi  people  for  "debate  and 
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approval."  "Kurdish  sources"  responded  three  days  later  by  accusing  the 
government  of  obtaining  "poison  gas  from  the  Soviet  Union  in  prepara¬ 
tion  for  an  attempt  to  exterminate  the  Kurds."92  Verbal  exchanges  soon 
gave  rise  to  violence.  On  October  5,  the  icp  newspaper  Tariq  al-Sha’b 
accused  Pesh  Merga  of  attacking  and  killing  Kurdish  communists  and 
of  driving  several  thousand  families  from  their  homes.93  Other  inci¬ 
dents  followed,  prompting  the  Iraqi  Communist  party,  on  November 
17,  to  issue  a  formal  statement  protesting  what  it  described  as  "orga¬ 
nized  military  action  aimed  at  exterminating  the  Kurdish  Commu¬ 
nists.  . . ."  The  hatchet  was  temporarily  buried  four  days  later,  when  the 
icp  and  the  kdp  issued  a  joint  statement  calling  for  normalization  of 
relations.  It  also  supported  Kurdish  autonomy  in  northern  Iraq  and 
expressed  hope  that  the  kdp  would  soon  join  the  National  Front.  How¬ 
ever,  this  declaration  produced  no  practical  results.94 

Although  the  Soviet  press  refused  to  take  sides  in  the  dispute  between 
the  Ba'th  and  the  icp  on  the  one  hand  and  the  kdp  on  the  other,  the 
Kremlin's  preferences  were  clearly  on  the  side  of  the  central  govern¬ 
ment.  At  the  same  time,  the  USSR  remained  convinced  that  a  major 
confrontation  in  the  northern  region  was  bound  to  weaken  Iraq  and  to 
detract  from  its  ability  to  resist  Western  pressures.  Hence  Moscow 
endeavored — genuinely,  it  would  appear — to  exert  its  influence  with 
both  parties  to  stop  the  dispute  from  developing  into  a  civil  war.  One 
early  effort  was  undertaken  by  Premier  Kosygin  during  his  April  1972 
visit  to  Baghdad.95  The  Kurdish  threat  to  resume  the  civil  war,  con¬ 
tained  in  the  statement  of  July  31,  1972, 96  resulted  in  an  invitation  to 
the  kdp  to  send  a  mission  to  Moscow  to  meet  with  Soviet  representa¬ 
tives  on  August  25,  1972.  The  importance  the  Kremlin  attached  to  the 
meeting  was  evidenced  by  the  fact  that  the  Soviet  delegation  was 
headed  by  Politburo  member  and  chief  party  ideologue  Mikhail  Suslov. 
The  statement  issued  at  the  end  of  the  meeting  noted  that  the  kdp 
remained  committed  to  the  twin  principles  of  "peaceful,  democratic 
solution  of  the  Kurdish  problem  in  Iraq"  and  of  the  implementation  of 
the  March  1970  accord.97  Yet  another  attempt  to  smooth  over  the 
differences  between  the  kdp  and  the  members  of  the  National  Front  was 
undertaken  by  the  Iraqi  Communist  party.  In  mid-June  1973  a  high- 
level  party  delegation,  led  by  First  Secretary  Aziz  Mohammed,  traveled 
to  Kurdistan  and  conferred  with  Mulla  Mustafa.  According  to  Pravda, 
its  stated  purpose  was  to  reaffirm  the  parties'  continued  adherence  to 
the  March  Declaration  as  a  basis  for  the  peaceful  settlement  of  the 
Kurdish  problem.98 

In  November  1973,  at  the  height  of  the  armed  clashes  between  the  icp 
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militia  and  Mulla  Mustafa's  Pesh  Merga,  the  cpsu  Central  Committee 
once  again  invited  a  kdp  delegation  to  visit  Moscow.  Simultaneously, 
more  talks  were  held  in  Baghdad  between  representatives  of  the  Kur¬ 
distan  Democratic  party  and  of  the  Iraqi  Communist  party.  The  state¬ 
ment  issued  at  the  conclusion  of  the  Moscow  meeting  expressed  the 
parties'  “conviction"  that  the  resolution  of  the  Kurdish  problem  had  to 
be  sought  by  peaceful  means  and  that  the  March  Accord  had  to  be 
implemented  "in  the  interests  of  strengthening  the  national  unity  of 
the  Iraqi  people  [engaged  in  a]  struggle  against  imperialism  and  reac¬ 
tion."  The  joint  kdp-icp  communique  of  November  21  added  that  "the 
supreme  interests  of  the  republic  and  the  struggle  against  imperialism, 
Zionism,  and  reaction  constitute  the  common  aims  uniting  the  two 
parties  with  the  other  national  forces"  (i.e.,  the  Ba'th).99  Finally,  in  late 
November  1973,  a  cpsu  delegation,  headed  by  Central  Committee  Sec¬ 
retary  Boris  Ponomarev  paid  a  visit  to  Baghdad.  In  addition  to  Bakr  and 
Saddam  Hussein,  he  also  met  with  the  leaders  of  the  Iraqi  Communist 
party  and  with  the  representatives  of  the  kdp.  The  problems  of  Kur¬ 
distan  were  not  mentioned  in  the  official  account  of  the  visit,  but  it  is 
probable  that  they  were  high  on  the  meetings'  agenda.  The  same  applies 
to  Saddam  Hussein's  February  1974  sojourn  in  Moscow.100 

Soviet  publications  did  not  report  the  October-November  1973 
clashes  between  Pesh  Merga  and  the  communists  until  February  1974. 
When  they  did  so,  blame  for  the  incidents  and  for  the  Kurds'  refusal  to 
join  the  National  Front  was  assigned  to  "the  reactionary  forces,  as  well 
as  the  extremist  elements  within  the  kdp."101  By  implication,  the  Ba'th 
and  the  icp  were  absolved  of  any  wrongdoing.  The  framework  for  Soviet 
analysis  of  the  next  round  of  hostilities  between  the  Kurds  and  the 
Arabs  had  thus  been  set. 

The  most  notable  feature  of  the  Soviet  attitude  toward  the  Kurdish 
question  in  the  period  between  1970  and  1974  was  thus  a  major  change 
in  Moscow's  position.  Whereas  during  the  first  two  years  the  Kremlin's 
sympathies  were  clearly  on  the  side  of  the  kdp,  in  1973  and  1974  the 
USSR  switched  its  support  to  the  Ba'th  and  attempted  to  persuade 
Mulla  Mustafa  and  his  followers  to  compromise  with  the  Baghdad 
authorities.  Kurds  viewed  this  Soviet  shift  as  a  hostile  act  and  even¬ 
tually,  as  evidenced  by  Mulla  Mustafa's  interview  with  the  Washington 
Post,  it  brought  them  into  an  open  conflict  with  the  Kremlin.  No 
subsequent  attempts  by  Moscow  were  able  to  bridge  this  gap.  As  the 
Kurds  intensified  their  search  for  outside  support,  the  Ba'thi  and  Soviet 
attitudes  hardened,  moving  all  sides  to  the  dispute  closer  to  the  ulti¬ 
mate  showdown.  It  came  in  March  1974. 
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The  7974-1975  War 

Hostilities  in  Kurdistan  were  precipitated  by  the  government's  pro¬ 
mulgation,  on  March  n,  1974,  of  a  new  Autonomy  Law  for  the  north¬ 
ern  region  coupled  with  a  fifteen-day  ultimatum  demanding  its  accept¬ 
ance.  Because  the  degree  of  autonomy  was  more  limited  than  that 
promised  in  1970  and  the  area  of  the  autonomous  region  was  smaller 
than  provided  by  the  March  Manifesto  (as  no  census  was  held — in 
violation  of  the  document — only  the  predominantly  Kurdish  provinces 
of  Sulaimaniyyah,  Arbil,  and  Dahuk  were  included  in  the  autonomous 
region,  thus  excluding  all  the  oil-producing  areas  of  Kurdistan,  includ¬ 
ing  Kirkuk),  the  kdp  had  no  choice  but  to  turn  down  the  Autonomy 
Law.102  As  this  reaction  was  entirely  predictable,  it  is  probable  that 
Baghdad  decided  to  force  the  issue  by  provoking  a  confrontation  in  order 
to  "settle"  the  Kurdish  question  by  military  means.103 

It  appears  in  retrospect  that  a  number  of  factors  encouraged  the  Ba'th 
to  adopt  a  tougher  line  with  respect  to  the  Kurds:  a  marked  upgrading  of 
Iraq's  armed  forces,  strengthened  by  new  weapons  and  training  provided 
by  the  USSR  as  part  of  the  process  of  the  tightening  of  relations  between 
Baghdad  and  Moscow;  growing  Soviet  disillusionment  with  Mulla 
Mustafa;  Ba'thist  ability  to  secure  the  support  of  the  Iraqi  Communist 
party  by  drawing  it  into  the  National  Front;  successful  Arabization  of 
some  key  northern  areas,  most  notably  the  Kirkuk  province;  and  grow¬ 
ing  splits  among  Kurdish  nationalists,  many  of  whom  had  chosen  to 
cooperate  with  the  central  government.  (When  hostilities  resumed,  the 
five  Kurdish  ministers  in  the  Iraqi  cabinet  resigned  and  were  replaced  by 
their  compatriots  who  were  opposed  to  Mulla  Mustafa's  policies.)104 

It  is  noteworthy  that  although  Baghdad  dispatched  heavy  reinforce¬ 
ments  to  Kurdistan  in  late  spring  and  summer  of  1974,  major  military 
operations  did  not  begin  until  August.  The  government  used  the  inter¬ 
vening  period  not  only  to  strengthen  its  hand  in  the  northern  region  but 
also  to  wage  a  political  offensive  against  the  kdp.  In  addition  to  the 
shifts  in  the  Iraqi  government,  the  rcc  appointed  Taha  Muhiy  al-Din 
Ma'ruf,  one  of  Mulla  Mustafa's  rivals  who  had  previously  cooperated 
with  Bakr,  as  the  country's  first  Kurdish  vice  president.  Al-Ta’khi,  sus¬ 
pended  in  March,  reappeared  a  short  time  later  as  a  pro-government 
organ  edited  by  Aziz  Aqrawi,  another  opponent  of  Mulla  Mustafa. 
Aqrawi  also  founded  another  Kurdistan  Democratic  party — using  the 
same  name  as  Mulla  Mustafa's  organization  but  strongly  opposed  to  its 
policies.105  On  July  30,  1974,  the  rcc  issued  a  decree  establishing  a 
Constitutional  Council  for  the  Kurdish  region;  all  council  members 
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were  outspoken  opponents  of  Mulla  Mustafa.106  In  the  fall,  the  govern¬ 
ment  allocated  new  funds  to  complete  development  projects  initiated 
before  March  1974. 107  In  January  1975  the  authorities  announced  a 
"system  of  administrative  appointments  for  self-rule  ...  in  Kurdistan  in 
implementation  of  the  1 1  March  Manifesto  and  in  completion  of  the 
stages  of  the  peaceful  and  democratic  solution  of  the  Kurdish  issue."108 
More  important,  Baghdad  in  the  summer  of  1974  initiated  secret  diplo¬ 
matic  contacts  with  Iran.  Meetings  were  held  in  Istanbul  then  and  in 
early  1975.  Although  unsuccessful  at  first,  they  laid  the  groundwork  for 
the  Algiers  agreement  of  March  1975. 

Heavy  fighting  in  Kurdistan  took  place  in  late  1974  and  early  1975. 
Although  large  concentrations  of  Iraqi  troops  equipped  with  tanks, 
artillery,  and  helicopters  and  enjoying  fighter  and  fighter-bomber  sup¬ 
port  succeeded  in  pushing  the  Kurds  out  of  most  of  the  northern  region, 
the  resistance  of  Pesh  Merga  could  not  be  broken  as  long  as  it  enjoyed 
the  military  backing  of  Iran.  Put  differently,  the  Ba'thi  authorities  real¬ 
ized  that  the  rebellion  could  be  crushed  only  if  Tehran  discontinued  its 
support  of  Mulla  Mustafa's  forces.  As  it  turned  out,  the  shah  proved 
willing  to  abandon  the  Kurds,  but  only  at  a  price.109 

From  the  outset  the  USSR  extended  its  full  support  to  the  promulga¬ 
tion  of  the  1974  Autonomy  Law,  describing  it  as  an  event  of  "great 
historical  significance."  Placing  the  Ba'thi  initiative  into  its  "proper 
historical  perspective,"  Pravda  held  that  hostilities  between  Baghdad 
and  the  "liberation  forces  led  by  the  Kurdistan  Democratic  party," 
which  continued  intermittently  since  1961,  constituted  a  "fratricidal 
war,  spurred  on  by  reactionary,  chauvinistic  circles  and  by  the  oil  mo¬ 
nopolies  interested  in  dividing  the  nation."  Chances  for  a  peaceful 
resolution  of  the  Kurdish  question  were  said  to  have  improved  percepti¬ 
bly  after  the  Ba'th's  accession  to  power  in  July  1968.  The  March  1970 
Accord  ended  the  fighting  by  guaranteeing  the  Kurds  "basic  national 
rights."  It  also  stipulated  that  autonomy  would  be  granted  within  a  four- 
year  period,  a  promise  that  had  now  been  fulfilled.  As  encouraging  as 
these  developments  had  been,  however,  Pravda  warned  anew  of  the 
remaining  obstacles  which  blocked  the  resolution  of  the  Kurdish  prob¬ 
lem.  Among  them  were  the  perennial  intrigues  of  "foreign  agents"  and, 
above  all,  the  "activity  of  rightist  elements  which  penetrated  the  kdp  as 
a  result  of  its  class  heterogeneity  and  which  are  trying  to  arouse  separa¬ 
tist  sentiments."110 

Pravda' s  apprehensions  were  soon  borne  out  by  events.  After  the  kdp 
refused  to  abide  by  the  autonomy  law,  military  operations  in  Kurdistan 
were  resumed.  The  Soviet  press  blamed  Mulla  Mustafa  and  his  ad- 
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herents  for  the  outbreak  of  hostilities  and  charged  that  the  Kurdish 
leaders  had  been  influenced  by  "imperialist  and  other  external  reaction¬ 
ary  forces,  who  are  trying  to  sow  discord  between  the  Kurdish  and  Arab 
populations  of  Iraq"  in  order  to  "weaken  the  present  progressive  regime 
in  that  country."  According  to  Pravda,  the  "democratic  public"  ex¬ 
pressed  "concern  over  the  dangerous  turn  of  events"  in  Iraq  and  regarded 
the  "escalation  of  the  conflict"  as  "intolerable."111 

As  Mulla  Mustafa  appealed  for  Western  military  and  economic  aid, 
Saddam  Hussein  announced  that  "the  rebel  Kurdish  leaders"  were  re¬ 
ceiving  "massive  military  assistance  .  .  .  from  the  United  States  and 
Iran."112  The  kdp  also  requested  a  Soviet  intervention  on  its  behalf;  on 
May  6,  1974,  a  Voice  of  Kurdistan  broadcast  said  in  part:  "We  demand 
that  the  Soviet  Union  should  stop  the  bloodshed  in  northern  Iraq.  The 
autonomy  we  are  fighting  for  is  less  than  that  enjoyed  by  each  of  the 
socialist  republics  in  the  USSR."  The  broadcast  concluded  with  a  hol¬ 
low  warning:  "If  the  Soviet  Union  .  .  .  [does]  not  take  a  stand,  the  Kurds 
would  have  to  reassess  their  attitude  toward  Moscow  and  all  Commu¬ 
nist  powers."113 

The  Soviet  press  responded  by  launching  violent  attacks  on  the  Kur¬ 
distan  Democratic  party.  Notable  among  them  were  two  articles  which 
appeared  in  Pravda  and  the  New  Times.  Both  reflected  the  attitude 
adopted  by  the  Ba'th  and  examined  the  reasons  which,  in  Moscow's 
opinion,  had  led  to  the  breakdown  of  the  Iraqi-Kurdish  talks.  The  New 
Times  argued  that  differences  of  opinion  between  the  two  parties  had 
surfaced  long  before  the  promulgation  of  the  Autonomy  Law  in  March 
1974.  One  of  the  important  problems  revolved  around  the  future  status 
of  Kirkuk.  The  kdp  motivated  its  demand  for  the  city's  inclusion  in  the 
autonomous  region  "by  historical  considerations  and  the  fact  that  the 
majority  of  its  population,  in  their  opinion,  was  Kurdish."  Because  "no 
census  has  been  taken  there  for  a  long  time,"  the  Ba'th  argued  that  "the 
exact  [numbers]  and  the  distribution  of  the  population  among  the  vari¬ 
ous  national  groups"  could  not  be  determined  with  any  degree  of  preci¬ 
sion.  For  these  reasons,  Baghdad  proposed  that  "a  joint  Arab-Kurdish 
administration"  should  be  set  up  in  Kirkuk  "under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  central  government."  The  kdp  objected,  the  negotiations  stalled, 
and  the  authorities  decided  to  promulgate  the  Autonomy  Law  uni¬ 
laterally.114 

According  to  Pravda,  the  Autonomy  Law  was  an  important  and  far- 
reaching  step  designed  to  satisfy  the  Kurdish  quest  for  autonomy.  It  was 
noted  that  the  administrative  organs  of  the  region  would  consist  of  two 
major  bodies:  a  locally  elected  legislative  council  and  an  executive 
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council,  whose  chairman  would  be  appointed  by  the  president  of  the 
republic  from  among  the  members  of  the  legislative  council.  The  region 
would  have  its  own  budget  (to  be  set  up  as  a  part  of  the  state  budget),  and 
Kurdish  would  be  elevated  to  the  status  of  an  official  language  of  the 
region  on  an  equal  footing  with  Arabic.  These  and  other  constructive 
measures,  Pravda  held,  had  met  with  the  overwhelming  approval  of  the 
majority  of  Iraq's  Arab  and  Kurdish  population  and  had  given  rise 
to  expectations  that  the  remaining  differences  would  be  worked  out 
through  negotiations  between  the  interested  parties.  Such,  however, 
was  not  to  be  the  case.  Following  instructions  from  the  kdp  headquar¬ 
ters,  most  Kurdish  cabinet  ministers  and  many  other  high  government 
officials  left  Baghdad  for  the  mountains  of  northern  Iraq;  al-Ta’khi 
ceased  publication;  and  Pesh  Merga  units  took  up  positions  in  areas 
controlled  by  Mulla  Mustafa's  followers.  Hostilities  began  shortly  after¬ 
ward.115 

The  rejection  of  Baghdad's  offer  of  autonomy  called  into  question  the 
real  motives  of  the  kdp,  Soviet  publications  insisted.  Quoting  an  anti- 
Barzani  Kurdish  member  of  the  Iraqi  cabinet,  the  New  Times  stated 
that  the  real  reason  for  kdp  behavior  was  the  establishment  "in  recent 
years  .  .  .  [of]  an  alliance  with  the  local  reaction  and  the  imperialist 
forces."  Among  its  manifestations  had  been  the  kdp's  open  opposition 
to  the  National  Front;  the  opening  of  the  frontier  with  Iran;  public 
declaration  of  willingness  "to  accept  aid  from  anyone,  including  the 
United  States  and  Israel";  and  offers  "to  grant  Americans  a  concession 
in  the  rich  Kirkuk  oilfield."  In  retrospect,  the  New  Times  did  not  find 
such  attitudes  surprising:  "The  point  is  that  most  of  the  Kurdish  leaders 
belong  to  the  feudal  element  of  the  bourgeoisie,  and  their  common  class 
and  purely  personal  interests  impel  them  to  resist  the  reforms  effected 
by  Baghdad."116 

Replying  to  these  denunciations,  Voice  of  Kurdistan,  on  behalf  of  "the 
Kurdish  people  and  the  command  of  their  liberation  revolution,"  de¬ 
scribed  Moscow's  attitude  as  injurious  to  "the  fraternal.  .  .  relations 
between  the  Kurdish  and  Soviet  peoples."  The  broadcast  held  "the 
Baghdad  rulers  and  their  supporters  responsible  for  harming  relations 
between  the  Arab  and  Kurdish  people"  and  reminded  the  Kremlin  that, 
in  the  past,  the  Ba'th  had  been  particularly  vicious  in  its  treatment  of 
the  Iraqi  Communist  party.  "How  can  the  Baath  Party  with  its  criminal 
past  be  transformed  into  ...  a  builder  of  socialism  in  Iraq?,"  Voice  of 
Kurdistan  inquired.  "Anyone  who  expects  such  a  transformation  will  be 
making  a  gross  historical  error  which  the  people  will  not  pardon."117 
Moscow  Radio  retorted  that  by  rejecting  the  Autonomy  Law,  "the  right 
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wing  of  the  kdp  has  chosen  the  path  of  outright  deception  of  the  Kurdish 
people  and  is  fomenting  fratricidal  war."  In  so  doing,  the  kdp  chose  to 
ignore  the  fact  that  "the  implementation  of  the  law  ...  is  closely  linked 
with  the  fundamental  interests  of .  .  .  [Iraq]  and  its  future  destiny  as  an 
independent  sovereign  state."118 

With  the  lines  clearly  drawn,  the  USSR  stepped  up  its  military  aid 
program  to  Iraq.  The  decision  to  do  so  may  well  have  been  communi¬ 
cated  to  the  Ba'thi  leaders  during  the  surprise  March  23-26  visit  to  the 
Iraqi  capital  of  Soviet  Minister  of  Defense  Marshal  Andrei  Grechko.  At 
the  time,  Western  opinion  ascribed  Grechko's  hurried  trip  to  Moscow's 
desire  "to  mediate  in  the  dispute  with  the  Kurds  with  whom  the  Soviet 
Union  still  has  good  relations."119  In  retrospect,  this  evaluation  appears 
to  have  been  wrong  on  both  counts.  For  one  thing,  by  March  1974  the 
USSR  could  no  longer  have  harbored  any  illusions  about  Mulla  Mus¬ 
tafa's  association  with  Iran  as  well  as  with  the  United  States.  For  this 
reason,  Moscow's  relations  with  the  Kurdistan  Democratic  party  could 
not  possibly  have  been  "good."  Moreover,  given  Western  support  of 
Mulla  Mustafa  with  the  view  to  weakening  (if  not  entirely  eliminating) 
the  Ba'thi  regime,  and  given  that  the  final  showdown  between  the  two 
antagonists,  therefore,  appeared  imminent,  it  may  be  assumed  that 
Grechko  arrived  in  Baghdad  not  "to  mediate  the  dispute"  but  to  assure 
the  Iraqi  government  of  full  Soviet  support. 

This  proposition  is  supported  by  three  additional  considerations. 
First,  Pravda's  account  of  Grechko's  visit  contained  a  reference  to  his 
interest  in  "measures  [taken  by  the  Iraqi  government]  to  strengthen  the 
country's  national  unity,  territorial  integrity,  and  .  .  .  sovereignty."120 
Stripped  of  its  diplomatic  vagueness,  the  statement  clearly  denoted 
concern  about  the  state  of  Iraq's  military  preparedness.  Second,  it  soon 
became  evident  that  "new  types  of  late  model  [Soviet]  equipment" 
began  arriving  in  Iraq  in  the  latter  half  of  1974  and  in  early  1975.  As 
noted  in  chapter  1,  more  prominent  among  them  were  Scud  surface-to- 
surface  missiles  and  MIG-23S.121  The  third,  and  perhaps  most  dramatic, 
manifestation  of  Moscow's  apprehension  was  the  permission  to  use 
Soviet  pilots  in  flying  bombing  missions  over  northern  Iraq  in  the  fall 
and  winter  of  1974  and  1975.  Such  raids  were  undertaken  by  the  me¬ 
dium-range,  supersonic  Tupolev-22  bombers,  delivered  to  Iraq  prior  to 
the  Arab-Israeli  war  of  October  1973,  and  by  the  newly  arrived  mig-  23s. 
Because,  at  that  time,  no  Iraqi  pilots  were  qualified  to  fly  either  model, 
the  combat  deployment  of  the  Soviet  planes  and  pilots  served  as  a 
tangible  commitment  to  Baghdad's  war  effort  against  the  Kurds.122 

Not  unexpectedly,  Soviet  assistance  to  Iraq  evoked  an  extremely 
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hostile  reaction  from  the  Kurdish  leadership.  In  an  interview  with  The 
Times,  Mulla  Mustafa  accused  the  USSR  of  "pursuing  a  selfish  policy, 
regardless  of  cost  and  of  the  human  misery  which  it  is  creating"  and 
urged  the  Western  powers  "to  check  Russian  influence  in  Iraq"  by 
helping  the  Kurds  "morally,  politically,  militarily,  [and]  economi¬ 
cally."123 

As  hostilities  continued,  the  Soviet  press  centered  its  attention  on 
two  parallel  themes:  the  growing  isolation  of  the  "reactionary  elements 
in  the  Kurdish  movement"  and  on  the  "normalization  of  the  situation 
in  the  liberated  areas."  It  was  noted  that  the  resumption  of  hostilities  in 
northern  Iraq  had  forced  a  "large  number  of  Kurds,  including  some 
members  of  the  kdp  leadership,  to  break  with  (the  party's  reactionary] 
leaders."  The  new  party  came  out  squarely  in  favor  of  "strengthening 
ties  with  the  country's  progressive  forces"  and  supported  the  March 
1974  law  on  Kurdish  autonomy.124  The  same  source  reported  also  that 
life  in  most  Kurdish  areas  was  now  returning  to  normal.  Industrial  and 
commercial  enterprises  had  resumed  their  work,  as  had  also  organs  of 
local  and  regional  self-government.  Of  particular  importance  was  the 
convocation  in  October  1974  of  Kurdistan's  first  regional  Legislative 
Council.  All  this  led  Pravda  to  conclude  that  the  government's  policy 
aimed  at  "peaceful  resolution  of  the  Kurdish  question  corresponds  with 
the  aspirations  of  the  entire  Iraqi  people"  and  will,  therefore,  "sooner  or 
later  gain  the  upper  hand."125 


The  Defeat 

As  a  result  of  the  Iraqi-Iranian  agreement  signed  on  March  6,  1975, 
Tehran  discontinued  its  assistance  to  Mulla  Mustafa's  forces.  Although 
the  Kurdish  problem  was  not  specifically  mentioned  in  the  Algiers 
communique,  references  to  "strict  and  effective"  border  controls  and  to 
an  "end  to  all  subversive  infiltration"  clearly  denoted  an  Iranian  obliga¬ 
tion  to  stop  aiding  Pesh  Merga.  A  massive  offensive  against  the  Kurds 
was  launched  on  March  7.  Their  resistance  collapsed  and  tens  of  thou¬ 
sands  Kurds  fled  to  Iran.  In  short,  the  Ba'th  succeeded  where  its  prede¬ 
cessors  had  failed.126 

Although  the  1975  agreement  between  Iraq  and  Iran  was  potentially 
of  major  significance  to  the  Soviet  position  in  Baghdad,127  the  Kremlin 
limited  itself  publicly  to  "expressions  of  satisfaction  ...  on  the  settle¬ 
ment  of  the  problems"  between  the  two  states.128  Otherwise,  the  USSR 
used  the  end  of  the  Kurdish  war  and  Saddam  Hussein's  sojourn  in 
Moscow  to  reiterate  Soviet  support  of  the  Ba'th's  policy  in  the  northern 
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region.  In  his  dinner  speech  honoring  the  Iraqi  delegation,  Kosygin 
expressed  "great  interest  [in]  the  way  in  which  the  Kurdish  problem  is 
being  solved  in  friendly  Iraq."  Saddam  Hussein  was  assured  that,  be¬ 
cause  of  the  cpsu's  own  "rich  experience  in  national  construction,"  the 
Iraqi  government  could  expect  to  find  in  the  USSR  "deep  understanding 
of  a  policy  which  is  aimed  at  a  democratic  resolution  of  the  nationali¬ 
ties  question  and  at  ensuring  not  only  the  de  jure  but  also  the  de  facto 
equality  of  nations."  Kosygin  went  on  to  say  that  the  March  1974 
Autonomy  Law  was  "of  particularly  great  importance  for  a  peaceful, 
democratic  solution  of  the  Kurdish  problem"  and  that  "its  successful 
implementation  will  be  facilitated  by  .  .  .  the  enlistment  of  the  broad 
masses  in  carrying  out  a  constructive  program  for  a  peaceful  settle¬ 
ment."129 

Once  in  charge  the  authorities  initiated  a  far-flung  campaign  designed 
to  bring  Kurdistan  under  Baghdad's  firm  control.  Initially,  emphasis  was 
placed  on  massive  punitive  actions  ranging  from  arrests  and  imprison¬ 
ment  to  executions  of  those  found  guilty  of  antigovernment  activi¬ 
ties.130  Moreover,  large  numbers  of  Kurds  were  uprooted  from  the  fertile 
lands  in  the  north  and  deported  to  the  "less  sensitive"  arid  flatlands  of 
central  and  southern  Iraq.  To  take  their  place,  Arabs  (mostly  Iraqis  but 
also  some  Egyptians)  were  encouraged  to  settle  down  in  Kurdistan.131 
To  prevent  the  flow  of  arms  and  "saboteurs"  from  Turkey  to  Iraq,  the 
government  also  decreed  "internal  resettlement"  of  the  Kurds  living  in 
the  proximity  of  the  Turkish  border.132  On  the  positive  side,  the  author¬ 
ities  issued  three  separate  amnesties,  designed  to  induce  Kurdish  refu¬ 
gees  to  return  home  from  the  Iranian  camps.133  Judging  by  its  public 
pronouncements — which  were  often  misleading — the  government  also 
devoted  considerable  attention  to  developing  the  region's  agricultural 
and  industrial  infrastructure  and  to  improving  its  educational,  cultural, 
and  medical  services.134 

Although  the  Kurds  had  lost  the  war,  their  resistance  was  not  broken. 
By  the  summer  of  1975,  some  had  found  another  patron — Syria — 
which,  because  of  Baghdad-Damascus  tensions,  was  willing  to  contrib¬ 
ute  to  the  discomfort  of  the  Iraqi  government.  In  July  the  Syrian  Arab 
News  Agency  reported  the  formation  of  Patriotic  Union  of  Kurdistan 
(puk),  headed  by  Jalal  Talabani.  Marxist  in  its  orientation  and  politically 
militant,  puk  disassociated  itself  from  Mulla  Mustafa's  "rightist  tribal- 
ist  command"  and  announced  its  intention  "to  join  all  the  progressive, 
Leftist  nationalist  forces  in  Iraq"  in  order  to  "liberate  .  .  .  [the  country) 
from  the  economic  and  political  chains  of  neo-imperialism."  It  was  also 
determined  to  replace  the  "bloody  dictatorial  regime"  with  a  "national 


92  Domestic  Problems 


democratic  coalition  authority  .  .  .  capable  of  giving  democracy  to  all 
the  Iraqi  people."135 

In  addition,  by  the  late  1970s  the  original  kdp,  now  renamed  Kur¬ 
distan  Democratic  Party's  Provisional  Command  (kdppc)  and  led  by 
Mulla  Mustafa's  sons  Idris  and  Masud,  succeeded  in  shaking  off  the 
1975  defeat  and  reemerged  as  the  largest  and  probably  most  effective 
Kurdish  political  grouping  in  Iraq.136  After  the  Iranian  revolution,  Teh¬ 
ran  resumed  its  support  of  the  Barzani  kdppc. 

Initial  reports  of  "serious  incidents"  involving  the  Kurdish  guerrillas 
and  the  Iraqi  security  forces  appeared  in  the  spring  of  1976. 137  New 
clashes  were  reported  in  the  summer  of  1976138  and  their  occurrence 
may  have  been  responsible  for  Baghdad's  decision  to  discontinue  the 
policy  of  dispersal  of  the  Kurdish  population.  Fighting  broke  out  again 
in  the  spring  of  1977,  prompting  the  authorities  to  allow  40,000  Kurds, 
relocated  to  central  and  southern  Iraq  in  1975,  to  return  to  their 
homes.139  The  Ba'th  also  attempted  to  settle  its  differences  with  Jalal 
Talabani.  He  refused,  and  sporadic  hostilities  between  the  Kurds  and 
the  government  forces  continued  into  the  late  1970s.140 

After  the  defeat  of  Mulla  Mustafa's  forces,  the  Soviet  media  con¬ 
tinued  to  laud  the  Iraqi  government  for  putting  into  effect  what  Kosygin 
described  as  a  "constructive  program  for  the  peaceful  settlement  of  the 
Kurdish  problem."  Among  the  measures  singled  out  for  Soviet  praise 
were  the  amnesty  decrees,  steps  to  foster  the  economic  and  cultural 
development  of  Kurdistan,  and  efforts  to  rebuild  the  pro-Ba'th  Kurdish 
Democratic  party.141  It  was  to  Baghdad's  credit,  the  Soviet  press  as¬ 
serted,  that  it  had  recognized  the  enormity  of  the  problem  and  had  given 
high  priority  to  the  task  of  liquidating  the  lag  between  the  northern 
region  and  other  parts  of  Iraq  as  soon  as  the  hostilities  had  come  to  an 
end.  Thus,  in  1975  alone,  the  government  assigned  id  100  million  for 
the  economic  development  of  Kurdistan.  By  the  end  of  1977,  the  total 
amount  invested  in  the  north  since  the  March  1970  Accord  was  esti¬ 
mated  at  more  than  id  700  million.142  This  massive  allocation  of  re¬ 
sources  resulted  in  the  expansion  of  existing  and  the  construction  of 
new  industrial  enterprises  engaged  in  the  manufacture  of  sugar,  ciga¬ 
rettes,  canned  goods,  milk  products,  textiles,  carpets,  and  building  ma¬ 
terial.  It  also  led  to  a  sharp  increase  in  housing  construction  and  road¬ 
building.143  Considerable  progress  had  also  been  achieved  in  the  agri¬ 
cultural  sector.  In  addition  to  extensive  irrigation  work,  an  agrarian 
reform  law  was  implemented  in  Kurdistan  in  1975  to  expropriate  land 
from  large  feudal  landlords  and  to  distribute  it  among  the  peasants,  who 
were  then  encouraged  to  join  cooperatives  and  state  farms.144 
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According  to  Soviet  publications,  Baghdad  had  exhibited  similar  con¬ 
cern  about  the  cultural  development  of  the  Kurdish  Autonomous  Re¬ 
gion.  In  late  1976,  Pravda  reported  the  opening  of  more  than  150  new 
schools  since  the  termination  of  hostilities  in  the  spring  of  1975.  This 
brought  the  total  of  schools  operating  in  the  north  to  938.  During  the 
same  period  the  number  of  teachers,  too,  had  been  increased  by  1,800. 
The  number  of  students  in  the  Kurdish  schools  was  estimated  at 
198,000. 145 

The  Soviet  Union  appeared  equally  gratified  with  the  post- 197  5  reor¬ 
ganization  of  the  Kurdistan  Democratic  party.  In  early  May  1976,  the 
"progressive  wing"  of  the  organization,  which  had  earlier  disassociated 
itself  from  the  "reactionary  leadership"  of  Mulla  Mustafa,  held  the 
Ninth  Congress  of  the  kdp.  The  program  approved  by  the  Congress, 
Pravda  reported,  stated  that  the  reconstituted  party  embraced  the  prin¬ 
ciples  of  Iraq's  national  unity  and  of  Kurdish  autonomy  within  the  Iraqi 
state.  The  program  also  noted  the  "principled  character"  of  the  kdp's 
alliance  with  the  Ba'th  and  expressed  itself  in  favor  of  broadening  coop¬ 
eration,  within  the  framework  of  the  National  Front,  with  "all  the 
patriotic  forces"  of  the  country.146  For  the  remainder  of  the  decade,  the 
Kremlin's  basic  position  on  the  Kurdish  question  remained  virtually 
unchanged.  The  USSR  continued  to  extend  its  unqualified  support  to 
the  March  1974  Autonomy  Law;  to  condemn  the  anti-Ba'th  kdppc's 
attempts  to  block  its  implementation  by  means  of  armed  struggle  and 
sabotage;  and  to  praise  the  Iraqi  government  for  the  reforms  imple¬ 
mented  in  the  northern  region.147 

It  is  noteworthy  that  even  during  the  early  years  of  glasnost  Soviet 
publications  did  not  challenge  the  main  points  of  contemporary  anal¬ 
ysis  summarized  in  this  chapter.  For  example,  in  a  scholarly  collection 
dealing  with  modern  history  of  the  Arab  states,  it  was  noted  that  the  icp 
(and,  by  implication,  the  Kremlin)  were  aware  of  the  shortcomings  of 
the  1974  autonomy  decree.  Nevertheless,  the  argument  ran,  the  Com¬ 
munists  decided  to  support  the  measure  because  it  incorporated  the 
"main  principles  of  a  peaceful  and  democratic  solution  of  the  Kurdish 
question."  In  addition,  the  icp  held  that  "calls  for  separation"  played 
into  the  hands  of  all  those  who  did  not  favor  the  "positive  changes 
[which]  had  taken  place  in  Iraq."148  After  the  end  of  the  1974-75  Kurd¬ 
ish  campaign,  the  situation  in  northern  Iraq  continued  to  stabilize  and, 
by  1980,  normal  conditions  had  been  restored  in  war-battered  Kur¬ 
distan.149  After  the  outbreak  of  the  Iran-Iraq  conflict,  the  authorities 
went  out  of  their  way  to  appease  the  restive  Kurds,  and  negotiations 
between  them  continued  well  into  1984. 150 
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It  was  all  the  more  surprising,  therefore,  that  an  article  appeared  in 
the  popular  weekly  Argumenty  i  fakty  in  1 990  which  was  highly  critical 
of  the  Ba'th;  of  many  of  its  policies,  including  those  in  Kurdistan;  and, 
explicitly,  of  the  Soviet  government.  According  to  the  article,  entitled 
"Iraq  without  Stereotypes,"  the  Kremlin  decided  not  to  oppose  Bagh¬ 
dad's  decision  to  fight  the  Kurds.  It  did  so  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  the 
autonomy  conferred  upon  the  Kurds  in  1974  had  been  limited  and  that 
the  area  which  had  been  offered  to  them  excluded  "indigenous  and  oil- 
rich  Kurdish  territories."  Under  these  circumstances,  the  Kurds  re¬ 
sorted  to  arms  and  the  authors  clearly  implied  that  Mulla  Mustafa  did 
not  have  much  of  a  choice.  In  the  ensuing  years,  the  "protracted  guer¬ 
rilla  war"  continued,  and  in  the  end,  the  Iraqi  Kurds  found  themselves 
on  the  "edge  of  a  national  catastrophe."151 


Evaluation 

As  noted  by  Majid  Khadduri,  the  Ba'th  was  the  first  political  party  to 
understand  that  a  strong  and  unified  Iraq  could  be  established  only  on 
the  basis  of  cooperation  between  the  central  government  and  the  coun¬ 
try's  Kurdish  minority.  This  realization  did  not  come  easily,  however. 
During  the  party's  initial  attempt  at  ruling  Iraq  in  1963,  the  Ba'th 
repeated  many  of  the  mistakes  of  the  regimes  which  preceded  it  (mon¬ 
archy,  Kassem):  it  viewed  the  occasionally  violent  expressions  of  Kurd¬ 
ish  nationalism  as  tribal  insurrections  to  be  suppressed  by  brute  force. 
When  removed  from  power  in  1963,  however,  Khadduri  argues,  the 
Ba'thi  leaders  came  to  appreciate  that  unity  of  Iraq  depended  not  on 
conflict  but  on  harmony  in  the  relations  between  the  country's  Arabs 
and  Kurds.  Hence,  after  1968  the  Ba'th  endeavored  to  gain  the  good  will 
of  the  Kurds  by  making  important  concessions  to  their  national  aspira¬ 
tions.  They  were  embodied  in  the  Manifesto  of  March  1970. 152 

Unfortunately,  this  promising  initiative  did  not  yield  the  desired 
results.  The  reasons  for  its  failure  lay  not  so  much  in  the  clash  of 
personalities  involved  (although  the  old  mistrust  between  Mulla  Mus¬ 
tafa  and  Bakr  was  no  doubt  an  important  consideration)  as  in  objective 
factors,  such  as  the  ultimate  goals  of  the  parties  involved.  Thus,  al¬ 
though  the  Kurds  subscribed  to  the  principle  of  unity  of  the  Iraqi  state, 
they  demanded  full  autonomy  for  the  region  in  which  they  constituted 
a  majority  of  the  population.  Since  autonomy,  as  understood  by  the 
Kurds,  implied  unrestricted  self-rule,  this  meant  that  the  central  gov¬ 
ernment  would  have  no  authority  over  how  the  region  would  be  admin¬ 
istered.  To  guarantee  self-rule,  the  Kurds  also  demanded  the  withdrawal 
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of  Iraqi  forces  from  the  Autonomous  Region.  These  requests,  too, 
proved  unacceptable  to  the  Ba'th  for  fear  that  they  represented  initial 
steps  to  Kurdish  independence  and,  hence,  secession  from  the  Iraqi 
state.  Another  major  bone  of  contention  was  the  issue  of  the  territory  to 
be  occupied  by  the  autonomous  Kurdish  region.  Mulla  Mustafa  insisted 
that  it  include  the  major  oil-producing  area  of  northern  Iraq,  including 
the  city  of  Kirkuk.  Again,  no  Iraqi  government,  regardless  of  its  political 
persuasion,  could  seriously  entertain  the  idea  of  a  possible  loss  of  a 
major  source  of  revenue.  For  this  reason,  Baghdad  refused  to  hold  a  new 
census  and,  in  1974,  specifically  excluded  Kirkuk  and  the  rest  of  the 
petroleum-rich  area  in  the  north  from  the  autonomous  Kurdish  re¬ 
gion.153 

It  appears  in  retrospect  that,  from  the  very  beginning  in  1970,  the 
Ba'th  and  the  Kurds  found  themselves  attempting  to  reconcile  the  irrec¬ 
oncilable  and  were  therefore  on  a  collision  course  which  ultimately  led 
to  the  final  showdown  of  1974  and  1975.  As  in  the  past,  Mulla  Mustafa 
was  openly  supported  by  Iran  and  enjoyed  the  backing  of  the  United 
States  and  Israel.  Their  attitude  encouraged  the  kdp  to  abandon  its 
previous  strategy  of  waging  a  guerrilla  war  in  favor  of  a  frontal  con¬ 
frontation  with  the  Iraqi  army.  As  long  as  Tehran  was  willing  to  keep 
the  supply  lines  open,  Pesh  Merga  succeeded  in  staving  off  the  Iraqi 
assault.  When  this  support  was  withdrawn  in  March  1975,  the  Kurdish 
resistance  collapsed.  With  Mulla  Mustafa's  leadership  discredited, 
other  leaders  emerged  and  reverted  to  time-tested  guerrilla  activities. 
While  successful  in  pressuring  Baghdad  into  some  concessions,  such  as 
repatriation  of  many  of  the  resettled  Kurds,  however,  these  tactics  could 
not  significantly  alter  the  basic  fact  of  firm  Iraqi  control  over  much  of 
the  Kurdish  territory. 

When,  in  the  wake  of  the  July  1958  revolution,  the  Soviet  government 
decided  to  involve  itself  heavily  in  the  affairs  of  Iraq,  the  presence  there 
of  a  relatively  large  and  well-organized  Kurdish  minority,  bent  on 
achieving  autonomy  and  capable  of  resisting  the  central  government's 
pressure,  was  recognized  by  Moscow  as  a  major  factor  facilitating  the 
establishment  and  promotion  of  its  interests  in  that  country.  Because  of 
their  previous  experiences  with  the  monarchy,  the  Kurds  were  opposed 
to  the  return  of  a  pro-Western  government  and  could  therefore  be 
counted  on  to  help  defend  the  revolutionary  regime.  At  the  same  time, 
they  also  objected  to  the  concept  of  Arab  unity,  which  became  so 
popular  in  the  wake  of  the  February  1958  union  between  Egypt  and 
Syria,  because  Iraq's  submergence  in  a  regional  political  entity  would 
have  reduced  the  Kurds  to  a  status  of  a  small  and  hence  inconsequential 
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minority.  Since  the  Kremlin,  too,  had  endorsed  the  1958  revolution 
while  sharing,  for  reasons  of  its  own,  the  Kurds'  misgivings  about  Arab 
unity,  their  respective  interests  converged  even  at  this  early  date.  An 
outward  manifestation  of  the  resulting  unity  of  tactical  interests  was 
Moscow's  support  of  Kurdish  autonomy  “within  the  framework  of  the 
Iraqi  republic,"  preceded  by  the  dispatch  to  Iraq  of  Mulla  Mustafa  and 
his  followers  who  had  resided  in  the  USSR  since  the  collapse  of  the 
Iranian  Kurdish  Republic  of  Mahabad  in  1946. 

Throughout  the  1960s,  the  Soviet  Union  was  well  aware  that  the 
continuing  Arab-Kurdish  rivalry  made  it  imperative  for  the  Baghdad 
authorities  to  secure  outside  political  and  military  support.  In  the  early 
1970s  the  shah  accelerated  the  shipment  of  arms  to  Mulla  Mustafa's 
forces,  leaving  the  Ba'th  no  choice  but  to  seek  large-scale  military 
assistance  from  the  USSR.  This  turn  of  events,  coupled  with  the  Ba'th's 
determination  to  nationalize  the  country's  oil  industry,  precluded  rap¬ 
prochement  between  Baghdad  and  the  Western  powers  and  facilitated 
the  pursuit  by  Moscow  of  its  own  objectives  in  Iraq.  The  Kremlin, 
however,  must  have  been  aware  of  the  serious  dangers  inherent  in  the 
"Kurdish  problem."  Western  support  was  likely  to  encourage  Mulla 
Mustafa  to  press  the  Iraqi  government  for  concessions  which  the  latter 
would  be  reluctant  to  grant.  The  resulting  tension  could  once  again  give 
rise  to  another  major  confrontation,  threatening  the  country's  stability 
and  internal  cohesion.  Whatever  its  outcome,  a  Kurdish-Arab  war  was 
certain  to  have  important  negative  repercussions  for  the  Soviet  policy  in 
Iraq.  A  kdp  victory  would  result  in  the  removal  from  power  of  the  Ba'th, 
a  party  with  which  the  Kremlin,  since  1968,  had  succeeded  in  establish¬ 
ing  a  close  working  relationship  and  whose  cooperation  had  been  solic¬ 
ited  even  more  eagerly  after  the  Russians'  1972  ouster  from  Egypt.  A 
victory  by  the  central  government,  on  the  other  hand,  could  not  but 
destroy  the  political  influence  of  the  Kurds  who,  along  with  the  icp, 
were  regarded  by  Moscow  as  important  domestic  checks  on  the  ruling 
Ba'th  party.  In  addition,  Baghdad's  victory  was  likely  to  reduce  Iraq's 
reliance  on  the  USSR.  For  these  reasons  the  Kremlin  appears  to  have 
genuinely  preferred  a  political  settlement  of  the  Arab-Kurdish  dispute 
which  would  have  reduced  (but  not  entirely  eliminated)  the  tension 
while  leaving  the  internal  balance  between  the  two  communities  in¬ 
tact.  Only  in  these  circumstances  could  the  Soviets  expect  to  have 
optimum  opportunities  to  advance  their  own  interests  in  Iraq  and, 
through  it,  in  the  neighboring  Gulf  area  as  well. 

With  these  considerations  in  mind,  the  USSR  in  the  early  1970s 
exerted  pressure  on  both  the  Ba'th  and  the  kdp  urging  them  to  reconcile 
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their  differences  by  political  means.  For  a  while,  these  Soviet  efforts 
appeared  to  be  paying  off.  In  retrospect,  however,  there  can  be  no  doubt 
that  peace  in  Kurdistan  was  maintained  not  because  of  Moscow's  per¬ 
suasion  but  because  of  Baghdad's  preoccupation  with  the  planned  na¬ 
tionalization  of  the  Western  oil  interests  in  Iraq.  Success  in  this  impor¬ 
tant  venture,  the  Ba'thi  leaders  recognized,  was  predicated  on  their 
ability  to  secure  Kurdish  cooperation.  Once  the  nationalization  had 
been  effected  in  1972,  however,  Baghdad's  attitude  toward  the  Kurds 
stiffened  appreciably.  For  a  while  the  Kremlin  persevered  in  its  attempts 
to  reconcile  the  Ba'th-KDP  differences,,  but  Soviet  influence  proved  in¬ 
sufficient  to  prompt  them  to  moderate  their  respective  positions. 

By  1972-1973  there  could  no  longer  be  any  doubt  that  Mulla  Mustafa 
had  openly  adopted  a  pro-Western  stance  and  was  pressing  for  a  degree 
of  autonomy  which  would  have  severely  limited  the  political  and  eco¬ 
nomic  power  of  the  central  government.  Specifically,  the  detachment  of 
the  Kirkuk  oil  fields  and  the  resulting  loss  of  income  would  have  dealt  a 
heavy  blow  to  the  Iraqi  economy.  In  the  process,  the  political  power  and 
credibility  of  the  Ba'th,  too,  would  have  been  shattered.  As  seen  from 
Moscow,  the  net  result  would  have  been  a  major  gain  for  the  Western 
powers  and  a  corresponding  loss  for  the  USSR.  Therefore,  once  Mulla 
Mustafa's  intentions  had  become  known,  the  Soviets  had  no  choice  but 
to  throw  their  support  behind  the  Iraqi  government.  It  may  be  assumed 
that  the  decision  to  do  so  had  not  been  arrived  at  easily  or  painlessly;  it 
did,  after  all,  signify  an  abandonment  of  an  old  and  time-tested  policy. 
And  even  when  it  was  resolved  to  support  Baghdad  against  the  Kurds, 
the  Soviet  approval  of  an  allout  endeavor  to  crush  the  rebellion  was 
withheld  for  a  long  time  after  Mulla  Mustafa  publicly  announced  his 
pro-Western  stand.  Moscow's  attitude  was  probably  a  reflection  of  ap¬ 
prehension  that,  given  large-scale  Western  and  Iranian  support  of  the 
Kurds,  a  major  military  conflict  in  the  northern  region  might  lead  to  the 
collapse  of  the  friendly  Ba'thist  regime  in  Iraq.  In  such  an  eventuality, 
the  new  leadership  in  Baghdad  might  move  the  country  away  from  its 
pro-Soviet  orientation  and  toward  closer  association  with  the  moderate 
Arab  states  (such  as  Egypt)  or  even  with  the  Western  powers. 

When  it  finally  became  obvious  that  a  showdown  was  inevitable,  the 
USSR  not  only  openly  abandoned  the  Kurds  and  sided  with  the  Ba'th  but 
also  extended  Iraq  large-scale  military  and  political  support.  After  Bagh¬ 
dad  won  the  war,  due  to  a  significant  degree  to  the  agreement  with  Iran, 
the  Soviet  Union  remained  steadily  supportive  of  the  central  govern¬ 
ment's  activities  in  the  northern  region  and  rejected  all  Kurdish  na¬ 
tionalist  claims  of  the  severity  and  injustice  of  Iraqi  policies. 
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The  Kremlin's  decision  to  support  the  Ba'th  in  its  confrontation  with 
the  kdp  resulted  mainly  from  the  initiatives  taken  by  Mulla  Mustafa — 
his  policy  created  a  common  ground  in  the  respective  Soviet  and  Iraqi 
positions  on  the  Kurdish  issue.  Put  differently,  Moscow's  own  efforts  at 
exerting  influence  with  Mulla  Mustafa  and  with  the  central  govern¬ 
ment  proved  futile.  Even  when  the  two  protagonists  did  exhibit  modera¬ 
tion  in  the  period  between  1970  and  1973,  they  did  so  not  because  of 
Soviet  pressure  but  because  of  their  independent  decisions  temporarily 
not  to  seek  a  military  showdown  in  northern  Iraq. 

Likewise,  Moscow's  espousal  of  Baghdad's  cause  in  1974-75,  too, 
could  not  be  attributed  to  the  Kremlin's  own  initiatives.  Rather,  it  was  a 
reaction  to  Mulla  Mustafa's  resolution  to  confront  the  Ba'thi  authorities 
with  the  support  of  Iran,  the  United  States,  and  Israel.  It  does,  of  course, 
stand  to  reason  that  Iraq  had  strongly  urged  the  USSR  to  abandon  the 
Kurds.  However,  the  Soviet  decision  to  do  so — in  seeming  compliance 
with  Baghdad's  wishes — was  taken  primarily  in  response  to  Mulla  Mus¬ 
tafa's  initiatives  which  threatened  Moscow's  interests  in  Iraq  rather 
than  to  the  pressure  exerted  by  the  Ba'th. 

In  short,  the  Kremlin's  handling  of  the  Kurdish  question  demon¬ 
strated  some  of  the  limits  of  both  Moscow's  and  Baghdad's  ability  to 
influence  each  other's  policies.  It  also  provided  a  good  illustration  of  the 
proposition  that,  in  the  Middle  East,  the  Soviets  are  usually  at  the 
mercy  of  initiatives  taken  by  the  local  actors.  As  a  result,  the  Kremlin's 
policies  are  often  designed  to  minimize  losses  in  situations  which  affect 
Soviet  interests  but  over  which  the  USSR  has  little  or  no  control.  The 
Kurdish  problem  in  Iraq  and  Moscow's  handling  of  it  offer  good  illustra¬ 
tions  of  this  contention. 


■  4  The  Iraqi  Communist  Party 


The  Iraqi  Communist  party  (icp),  historically  one  of  the  more  effective 
Marxist  organizations  in  the  Middle  East,  was  formally  established  in 
1934.  Its  first  National  Congress  was  held  in  Baghdad  in  1945  and 
adopted  the  Party  Program  and  Rules.1  For  the  next  thirteen  years,  the 
icp  belonged  to  a  loose  alliance  of  anti-royalist  political  parties  and  led 
the  existence  of  a  persecuted,  clandestine  organization  committed  to 
the  overthrow  of  the  Iraqi  monarchy.2 

In  the  wake  of  the  1958  revolution,  the  icp,  for  the  first  time  in  its 
existence,  emerged  from  the  underground  and,  in  a  surprisingly  short 
time,  became  one  of  republican  Iraq's  important  political  forces.  How¬ 
ever,  independence  from  the  government,  relative  freedom  of  action, 
and  the  resulting  violence  perpetrated  by  some  party  zealots  against 
political  opponents  (the  "Red  Terror")  soon  brought  the  icp  into  conflict 
with  Abd  al-Kerim  Kassem,  the  country's  new  strongman.  As  a  result, 
between  mid-1959  and  the  "glorious  leader's"  demise  in  February  1963, 
the  icp  lost  some  of  its  former  effectiveness.3  Nevertheless,  its  relative 
decline  did  not  save  the  party  from  the  wrath  of  the  militantly  anticom¬ 
munist  Ba'th  which  controlled  Iraq  between  February  and  November 
1963.  A  major  bloodbath  instituted  by  the  Ba'th  not  only  crippled  the 
icp's  infrastructure,  but  also  deprived  it  of  its  leader,  Secretary  General 
Hussein  al-Radi,  otherwise  known  as  Salam  Adil.  Its  ranks  depleted  and 
the  surviving  members  driven  underground,  the  icp  required  several 
years  to  overcome  the  defeat  inflicted  by  what  was  subsequently  labeled 
as  the  "pro-imperialist  and  reactionary  wing  of  the  Ba'th  party."4 

The  next  five  years  (1963-68) — marked  by  the  rule  of  the  Aref  broth¬ 
ers — were  used  by  the  icp  to  rebuild  the  organization  with  the  view  to 
becoming,  once  again,  one  of  the  principal  political  forces  in  Iraq.  A 
major  step  toward  solving  the  leadership  crisis  was  taken  before  the  July 
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1968  revolution.  After  extensive  behind-the-scenes  maneuvers,  Aziz 
Mohammed  (a  Kurd  and  a  Communist  moderate  who  found  refuge  in 
Moscow  in  1963)  was  elected  the  party's  first  secretary.  Another  chal¬ 
lenge  facing  the  icp  in  the  late  1960s  was  the  threat  to  party  unity 
emanating  from  the  radical  faction,  led  by  Aziz  al-Hajj  Ali  Haydar. 
Following  abortive  attempts  to  impose  his  radical  brand  of  ideology  on 
the  icp,  Aziz  al-Hajj  and  his  followers  were  expelled  from  the  party  and, 
in  the  summer  of  1968,  used  the  widespread  dissatisfaction  with  the 
central  government  among  the  poor  Shi'i  peasants  of  southern  Iraq  to 
initiate  a  guerrilla  war  against  the  regimes  of  Abd  al-Rahman  Aref  and, 
after  his  overthrow  by  the  Ba'th  in  July  1968,  of  Ahmad  Hasan  al-Bakr. 
The  uprising  was  squashed  by  government  forces  a  few  months  later.5 

Purged  of  "deviationist  elements"  and  united  under  the  leadership  of 
Aziz  Mohammed,  the  Communist  party  reemerged  as  an  important 
factor  in  Iraq's  political  life.  Its  "arrival"  was  made  possible  by  the 
relative  circumspection  with  which  the  icp  as  well  as  the  victorious 
Ba'th  initially  treated  each  other.  Specifically,  having  drawn  appropriate 
conclusions  from  the  experience  of  the  1958  through  1963  period,  the 
icp  was  careful  not  to  provoke  the  Ba'th.  What  the  Communist  party 
needed  above  all  was  a  period  of  relative  tranquility  to  help  it  recover 
from  the  losses  suffered  in  1963.  The  icp  leadership  understood  that 
this  goal  could  be  attained  only  by  means  of  an  accommodation  with 
the  Ba'th.  Moreover,  in  1968  the  Communists  (as  well  as  the  USSR) 
found  themselves  in  agreement  with  some  of  the  Ba'th's  basic  policy 
objectives,  among  them  the  anti-Western  orientation  of  its  foreign  pol¬ 
icy  and,  on  the  domestic  scene,  the  proposed  nationalization  of  land  as 
well  as  of  Iraq's  oil  industry. 

The  Ba'th,  too,  showed  an  interest  in  coexisting  with  the  icp.  Domes¬ 
tically,  its  leaders  recognized  the  need  of  acquiring  widespread  political 
support,  causing  the  Bakr  regime  to  seek  political  accommodation  with 
the  Communists  as  well  as  the  Kurds.  The  Ba'th  was  equally  aware  that 
the  planned  socioeconomic  reforms  (particularly  the  nationalization  of 
the  country's  oil  industry)  and  the  resulting  alienation  of  the  Western 
powers  made  it  imperative  for  Baghdad  to  secure  Soviet  cooperation  and 
support.  In  view  of  the  USSR's  strong  reaction  to  the  1963  persecution 
of  the  icp,6  Moscow  was  not  likely  to  back  the  Ba'th  if  the  latter  reverted 
to  the  policy  of  open  suppression  of  the  Communist  party.7 

In  short,  the  groundwork  for  limited  cooperation  between  the  Ba'th 
and  the  icp  was  laid  in  the  early  years  of  the  Bakr  regime.  It  rested  on 
mutual  recognition  that  their  respective  interests  could  be  best  ad¬ 
vanced  by  limited  political  accommodation  and  not  open  confronta- 
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tion.  However,  even  under  the  best  of  circumstances,  it  was  a  strictly 
tactical  alliance:  mistrust  and  mutual  dislike,  if  not  outright  hatred, 
remained  an  integral  part  of  the  Ba'th-icp  relationship. 


The  Ba'th  and  the  ICP:  The  Early  Years 

As  might  have  been  expected,  the  icp  came  out  in  favor  of  the  July  17, 
1968,  revolution.  An  official  statement,  published  later  that  month, 
hailed  the  overthrow  of  "the  Aref  .  .  .  dictatorial  clique  .  .  .  [as]  the 
inevitable  fate  of  all  tyrants  and  reactionary  rulers  hostile  to  the  peo¬ 
ple."8  However,  careful  reading  of  the  document  made  it  clear  that 
approval  of  the  revolution  signified  neither  sympathy  for  nor  unquali¬ 
fied  support  of  the  new  regime.  The  statement  did  not  mention  the 
Ba'th  by  name  but  made  several  poignant  references  to  the  party's 
failure  to  recognize  the  people's  desire  for  moderation  and  reform.  Spe¬ 
cifically,  "the  people"  demanded  "an  immediate  .  .  .  release  of  all  pris¬ 
oners  [and]  the  reinstatement  of  all  dismissed  civilians  and  service¬ 
men.  .  .  ."  "The  people"  were  also  in  favor  of  putting  "an  end  to  the 
lawlessness  perpetrated  by  the  terroristic  punitive  apparatus,  to  tor¬ 
tures,  disfranchisement,  dismissals  and  arrests."  On  the  positive  side, 
the  icp  called  for  recognition  of  "democratic  freedoms:  the  freedom  of 
political  activity  of  parties  and  patriotic  groups,  the  freedom  of  trade 
union  and  public  activity  of  mass  organizations,  [and]  the  freedom  of 
press,  convictions  and  manifestations.  .  .  Finally,  the  Communists 
expressed  themselves  in  favor  of  "a  democratic  coalition  government 
which  would  solve  the  burning  problems  of  the  country  and  satisfy  the 
demands  of  the  people."9 

Given  these  Communist  preferences,  the  initial  organizational  ac¬ 
tivities  of  the  Ba'th,  designed  to  secure  for  the  party  a  preponderant 
position  in  Iraqi  politics,  found  little  sympathy  with  the  icp.  The  state¬ 
ment  noted  that  the  establishment  of  the  Revolutionary  Command 
Council  (manned  exclusively  by  the  members  of  the  Ba'th),  of  an  "  'en¬ 
larged  national  council'  made  up  of  ministers  and  servicemen,  [and]  the 
concentration  of  power  in  their  hands  can  only  sow  . . .  doubts  . . .  [about 
the  Ba'th's  willingness]  to  put  an  end  to  .  .  .  despotism  and  to  establish 
democratic  constitutional  institutions."10  This  public  exposition  of  the 
icp  position  could  not  but  alert  the  Ba'thi  authorities  to  the  continuing 
incompatibility  of  their  and  Communist  long-range  goals.  As  a  result, 
barely  concealed  hostility  between  them  surfaced  early  on  and  re¬ 
mained  a  basic  feature  of  their  relations  well  into  the  1970s. 

In  any  event,  heading  the  list  of  the  icp  demands  were  the  twin 
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requests  for  the  release  of  the  imprisoned  "patriots"  and  for  an  end  of 
persecution  of  "progressive  elements."  The  rcc  complied  by  freeing 
some  political  prisoners  and,  in  a  symbolic  gesture,  by  closing  the 
notorious  Nurqat  al-Salman  prison.  These  measures  were  greeted  by 
the  icp  as  "steps  in  the  right  direction,"  but  mistrust  toward  the  Ba'th 
remained,  reinforced  by  rumors  that  many  Communists  detained  at 
Nurqat  al-Salman  had  been  transferred  to  other  prisons.1 1 

Tension  between  the  two  parties  increased  in  late  1968-early  1969, 
when  the  icp  accused  the  Ba'th  of  "stepping  up  violence  against  the 
opponents  of  its  policy":  the  latest  campaign  resulted  in  the  arrest  of 
"more  than  200  patriots."  The  statement  of  March  1969  protested 
against  what  was  termed  "a  disgusting  manifestation  of  dictatorship" 
and  demanded  "an  end  to  the  terror  and  tortures  and  the  release  of  the 
arrested  patriots."12  Such  allegations  were  heatedly  denied  by  the  Ba'th- 
ist  officials.  President  Bakr,  during  a  press  conference  held  in  July  1970, 
said:  "I  can  affirm  that  we  have  not  arrested  any  citizen  because  of  his 
political  beliefs. . . .  The  mighty  revolution  has  closed  forever  all  prisons 
and  detention  camps  in  which  political  prisoners  were  being  held  under 
previous  regimes."13  In  addition  to  those  imprisoned,  "some  35  leading 
Communists"  were  reportedly  assassinated  between  1968  and  1970. 
Among  those  killed  were  two  members  of  the  icp  Central  Committee. 14 
It  is  not  known  whether  the  authorities  had  been  implicated  in  these 
murders,  but  the  Iraqi  Communist  party  thought  they  were  and  said  so 
publicly.15 

The  program,  adopted  by  the  Second  Congress  of  the  icp  in  September 
1970,  described  the  Ba'th  as  "generally  speaking  .  .  .  anti-imperialist" 
but,  at  the  same  time,  "in  essence  antidemocratic."  It  went  on  to  add 
that  "in  spite  of  a  certain  relaxation  of  persecutions  and  the  release  of 
several  Communists  and  democrats  from  prison,  provocations  continue 
and  attempts  are  still  being  made  on  the  lives  of  Communists."16  These 
charges  were  borne  out  by  events.  At  least  one  more  prominent  Com¬ 
munist,  Thabit  Habib  al-Ani,  was  reportedly  kidnapped  by  "armed  se¬ 
curity  men"  in  May  1971  and  "taken  to  an  unknown  .  .  .  [location]." 
Lebanese  Communist  daily  al-Nid’a  described  his  abduction  as  "part  of 
the  Iraqi  Baath  Party's  campaign  of  terror  against  local  Communists 
who  refuse  to  join  the  Baath-dominated  government  .  .  .  ,"17 

Tied  to  the  issue  of  "democratic  freedoms"  was  another  important 
domestic  political  problem:  the  establishment  of  what  was  then  called 
a  "united  front  of  democratic  forces."  In  an  effort  to  strengthen  its 
political  base,  the  Ba'th,  in  early  August  1968,  invited  representatives  of 
various  political  groups,  including  the  icp,  to  discuss  the  possibility  of 
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creating  a  "united  front."  Concretely,  in  return  for  recognition  of  the 
ruling  position  of  the  Ba'th,  the  left-wing  parties  were  offered  govern¬ 
ment  seats  and  a  voice  in  running  the  affairs  of  the  state.  According  to  a 
Soviet  source,  this  proposal  was  turned  down  because  the  government 
refused  to  restore  respect  for  civil  rights,  to  permit  freedom  of  activity 
to  the  left-wing  parties,  and  to  hold  elections  for  a  new  "General  Assem¬ 
bly."  There  was  also  considerable  resentment  against  the  Ba'th's  deter¬ 
mination  to  control  all  the  key  positions  in  the  government  and  the 
armed  forces.18  Uriel  Dann  offers  a  somewhat  different  explanation.  In 
the  course  of  1968  negotiations  the  icp  demanded  to  be  treated  as  an 
equal  of  the  Ba'th.  In  the  government,  the  Communists  coveted  the 
Ministry  of  Defense.  They  also  insisted  on  the  immediate  licensing  of  a 
party  daily  newspaper.  Confronted  with  these  requests,  the  authorities 
broke  off  the  talks.19 

Be  that  as  it  may,  in  November  1968  the  icp  issued  its  own  "Charter  of 
Cooperation  of  National  Forces  in  a  United  Front"  calling  for  unity  of 
the  "workers,  peasants,  revolutionary  intelligentsia,  petty  bourgeoisie, 
and  progressive  .  .  .  national  bourgeoisie."  Among  the  tasks  of  the 
"national-democratic  nature"  which  were  awaiting  the  front's  atten¬ 
tion,  the  icp  singled  out  the  "mobilization  of  all  forces  for  the  struggle 
against  imperialism,  neocolonialism,  and  Zionism;  for  the  liquidation 
of  the  remnants  of  feudalism,  ...  of  large  landownership,  and  ...  of  the 
Kurdish  problem."  The  icp  also  repeated  its  earlier  insistence  on  the 
creation  of  a  "representative  coalition  government"  which  would  not  be 
"subordinated  to  the  wishes  of  one  party."20  Because  the  charter  chal¬ 
lenged  the  political  preeminence  of  the  Ba'th,  the  authorities  did  not 
avail  themselves  of  the  Communist  proposal.  Instead,  they  intensified 
their  pressure  on  the  icp. 

In  July  1969  President  Bakr  announced  his  decision  to  resume  con¬ 
tacts  with  the  left-wing  parties  and,  in  early  August,  the  authorities 
issued  another  call  for  the  creation  of  a  "united  front."21  Nothing  came 
of  this  initiative,  either.  Describing  the  stalled  negotiations  as  a  "stale¬ 
mate,"  Saddam  Hussein  explained  that  the  talks  between  the  Ba'th  and 
the  leftist  parties  (including  the  icp)  "had  broken  down  on  three  major 
points:  the  question  of  the  existence  of  Israel,  Kurdish  nationalism,  and 
joint  efforts  to  begin  political  indoctrination  'immediately  and  at  the 
lowest  level.'  "22 

Saddam  Hussein's  analysis  was  essentially  correct.  The  Ba'th  and  the 
icp  did  in  fact  differ  profoundly  over  the  question  of  Israel's  existence. 
While  the  ruling  party  insisted  on  the  annihilation  of  the  Jewish  state, 
the  Iraqi  Communists,  who  had  accepted  Moscow's  leadership  in  the 
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international  Marxist  movement,  were  simply  following  the  Soviet 
line.  As  is  well  known,  the  USSR  had  recognized  Israel's  right  to  exist 
and  was  demanding  only  that  the  territories  occupied  in  1967  be  re¬ 
turned  to  the  Arabs.  Put  differently,  in  contrast  to  the  Iraqi  Ba'th,  both 
the  Soviet  Union  and  the  icp  were  urging  a  political,  and  not  a  military, 
solution  to  the  Arab-Israeli  conflict. 

On  the  Kurdish  question,  too,  Moscow  and  the  Iraqi  Communists 
held  complementary  positions.  Both  regarded  Kurdish  nationalism  as  a 
manifestation  of  legitimate  national  aspirations  and  supported  it  as  a 
bona  fide  revolutionary  movement  worthy  of  Communist  backing.23 
The  Ba'th,  in  contrast,  recognized  the  Kurdish  right  to  autonomy  but 
refused  to  sanction  any  concessions  which  might  lead  to  an  end  of 
Baghdad's  control  over  the  northern  region. 

Finally,  the  question  of  indoctrination  of  the  masses  was  used  by 
Saddam  Hussein  to  conceal  differences  on  the  fundamental  issue  of 
political  parity  between  the  Ba'th  and  the  other  political  parties  of  Iraq. 
Since  the  authorities  were  committed  to  a  de  facto  one-party  rule,  no 
compromise  on  this  issue  was  possible  in  1968  or  later.  However,  al¬ 
though  in  the  early  1970s  the  Ba'th  would  bend  considerably  on  this  and 
other  issues,  there  was  no  overriding  need  to  do  so  in  the  1960s.  Instead, 
irked  by  Communist  insistence  on  equality  of  Iraq's  left-wing  political 
parties  and  by  icp  protests  against  continued  "discrimination,"  the 
government  occasionally  struck  back.  For  instance,  when  such  senti¬ 
ments  were  expressed  by  an  icp  representative  at  the  July  1970  Congress 
of  the  Kurdistan  Democratic  party,  al-Thawrah  inquired  "whether,  if 
the  Communists,  and  not  the  Baathists,  had  seized  power  in  July  1968, 
they  would  have  given  equality  to  all  progressive  parties."  The  paper 
concluded  by  saying  that  "in  a  national  front  the  Communists  will  have 
to  accept  the  leadership  [i.e.,  dominance]  of  the  Baath  Party."24 

In  any  event,  in  the  late  1960s  and  early  1970s  the  Ba'th  and  the  icp 
appeared  occasionally  to  be  moving  toward  a  compromise.  No  real 
progress  was  achieved,  however,  because  the  basic  issues  separating 
them  remained  unresolved.  A  good  illustration  of  this  proposition  was 
provided  by  the  deliberations  of  the  new  party  program,  adopted  by  the 
Second  Congress  of  the  icp  in  September  1970.  While  the  delegates 
appealed  to  the  Ba'th  "to  take  steps  to  strengthen  national  unity"  and 
repeated  earlier  calls  for  "a  national  conference  of  all  patriotic  parties 
and  national  groups  to  discuss  the  formation  of  a  national  front,"25  the 
party  program  was  explicit  in  expressing  the  icp's  disapproval  of  the 
government  and  its  policies.  The  document  emphasized  the  "dual  na¬ 
ture"  of  the  Ba'thi  regime.  As  for  the  July  1968  coup,  it  "served  only  to 
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put  the  middle  and  small  bourgeoisie  in  power  while  the  military 
dictatorship  was  transferred  into  a  'Baathist'  party  dictatorship."  As  a 
result,  "many  of  the  revolution's  goals  have  not  been  achieved."26 

The  1970  party  program  was  also  noteworthy  for  the  relative  frank¬ 
ness  in  presenting  the  organization's  long  and  short-term  aims.  "A 
national-democratic  revolution  and  transition  to  a  socialist  revolution" 
were  said  to  fall  into  the  latter  category.  "The  ultimate  goals  of  the  icp," 
in  contrast,  were  "to  achieve  socialism  and  communism  in  Iraq."  The 
document  went  on  to  state  that  "the  leading  role  in  the  revolutionary 
struggle  to  fulfill  the  goals  of  the  national-democratic  revolution"  be¬ 
longed  not  to  the  Ba'th  but  to  "the  working  class  of  Iraq  led  by  the  icp." 
However,  since  it  was  obvious  that,  in  the  foreseeable  future,  the  "work¬ 
ing  class"  would  not  be  strong  enough  to  implement  the  "national- 
democratic  revolution,"  the  party  program  advocated  the  establishment 
of  "a  national  front  of  progressive  parties  and  forces  which  are  to  act 
jointly,  by  common  agreement."  To  make  certain  that,  by  joining  the 
front,  the  icp  would  not  lose  its  separate  identity,  the  program  called  for 
recognition  of  "each  party's  .  .  .  [right]  to  political  and  organizational 
independence"  and  rejected  "attempts  to  impose  domination  by  one  or 
another  party  upon  other  groups.  .  .  ."27  Such  candor  was  not  likely  to 
please  the  Ba'th,  and  in  late  1970  and  early  1971  relations  between  the 
two  parties  deteriorated  once  again.28  This  state  of  affairs  seems  to  have 
alarmed  the  USSR.  It  may  well  have  been  that  the  May  1971  visit  to 
Moscow  by  an  icp  delegation,  headed  by  Aziz  Mohammed,  was  an 
outward  manifestation  of  growing  Soviet  concern  and  an  indication 
that  the  Kremlin  was  taking  measures  to  improve  relations  between  the 
Iraqi  Communist  party  and  the  Ba'th.  It  certainly  appears  significant 
that  between  May  and  November  1971,  public  recriminations  between 
the  authorities  and  the  icp  had  ceased.  In  this  atmosphere  of  unac¬ 
customed  calm,  President  Bakr,  in  a  major  speech  delivered  on  Novem¬ 
ber  15,  submitted  the  Ba'thi  version  of  the  "Charter  of  National  Action" 
for  nationwide  discussion. 

Turning  to  the  USSR,  it  is  noteworthy  that  the  1968  revolution  re¬ 
ceived  a  relatively  good  treatment  at  the  hands  of  the  Soviet  press.  For 
those  who  remembered  Moscow's  (as  well  as  the  icp's)  1963  experiences 
with  the  Ba'th,  this  positive  response  may  have  come  as  something  of  a 
surprise.  The  Kremlin's  attitude  becomes  more  understandable,  how¬ 
ever,  if  it  is  borne  in  mind  that,  by  the  time  they  staged  the  coup,  Bakr 
and  most  of  his  associates  had  openly  disassociated  themselves  from 
the  Ba'th's  earlier  excesses.  As  noted  by  Evgenn  Primakov,  the  resolu¬ 
tions  adopted  by  the  party  conference,  held  in  Beirut  in  early  1968, 
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underscored  the  Ba'th's  determination  to  avoid  the  "mistakes  of  the 
past"  and  to  work  for  the  establishment  of  a  "united  front"  with  "all 
Arab  progressive  and  nationalist  organizations,"  including  the  Arab 
Communist  parties.29 

The  Soviets  traditionally  favored  the  creation  of  "united  fronts"  of 
"progressive,  national  forces"  in  the  developing  countries  whose  indige¬ 
nous  Communist  parties  were  not  strong  enough  to  seize  and  hold 
power.  (In  the  late  1960s  and  early  1970s  this  applied  to  Iraq  as  well  as  to 
Syria,  ruled  by  the  local  branches  of  the  Ba'th.)  The  Kremlin  preferred 
such  an  arrangement  because  it  legalized  the  existence  of  the  Commu¬ 
nist  parties,  offered  them  relative  freedom  of  organizational  activity, 
and  provided  a  degree  of  protection  from  excesses  by  the  ruling  party.  It 
is  true  that  "united  fronts"  implicitly  guaranteed  the  Ba'th  a  position  of 
superiority  over  the  Communist  "junior  partners."  Given  the  political 
realities  in  Syria  and  Iraq,  however,  such  a  state  of  affairs,  although 
deplorable,  was  no  doubt  seen  in  Moscow  as  inevitable  and,  in  any 
event,  preferable  to  massive  persecution  of  the  Communist  parties. 

Moreover,  in  the  case  of  Iraq,  the  Soviet  government  found  in  the 
Ba'th's  initial  position  on  international  and  domestic  problems  much 
that  was  considered  encouraging  and  praiseworthy.  For  example,  an 
unidentified  party  leader,  interviewed  by  Primakov  in  early  August 
1968,  admitted  that  the  Ba'th's  "anti-Communism  .  .  .  had  caused  its 
defeat  in  November  1963."  The  party  learned  from  past  mistakes  and 
was  now  determined  to  seek  the  support  and  cooperation  of  the  other 
political  groups  in  Iraq.  Likewise,  the  rcc  communique  of  August  2, 
1968,  ordering  the  release  of  all  political  prisoners  was  seen  as  a  step 
toward  restoration  of  a  healthier  political  climate  in  Iraq.30 

At  the  same  time,  while  praising  Baghdad's  pronouncements,  the 
Soviets  also  followed  its  actions  and,  in  late  August,  found  that  its  deeds 
did  not  quite  match  its  words.  On  the  issue  of  political  prisoners  in 
particular,  Pravda  noted  that  the  list  of  detainees  released  after  the  coup 
contained  only  three  hundred  names.  This  reportedly  left  several  hun¬ 
dred  Communists  in  government  prisons.  According  to  Pravda,  "all 
these  facts  cannot  but  diminish  the  importance  of  the  statements  made 
by  the  new  Iraqi  leadership.  They  do  not  contribute  to  the  stabilization 
of  the  situation  in  the  country  which,  according  to  the  Iraqi  leaders,  is  a 
goal  they  are  trying  to  attain."31 

Although  the  initial  Soviet  (as  well  as  parallel  icp)  pressure  did  not 
produce  immediate  results,  the  tenor  of  the  remarks  directed  at  Bagh¬ 
dad  at  the  end  of  1968  was  rather  calm.  This  was  probably  due  to  the  fact 
that  many  of  the  measures  introduced  by  the  Ba'th  after  its  advent  to 
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power  did  meet  with  Moscow's  approval.  Specifically,  the  authorities 
had  released  many  imprisoned  Communists,  had  promised  uncondi¬ 
tional  amnesty  to  the  Kurds,  had  initiated  a  far-reaching  agrarian  re¬ 
form,  and  had  contacted  the  icp  and  other  "progressive  organizations" 
with  a  view  to  establishing  a  "popular  front."32  The  Kremlin's  commen¬ 
dation  of  these  measures  contrasted  sharply  with  the  icp's  initial  hos¬ 
tility  toward  the  victorious  Ba'th. 

An  interesting  example  of  the  relative  restraint  with  which  the  USSR 
treated  the  Ba'thi  regime  in  the  early  post-revolutionary  period  was 
provided  in  the  spring  of  1969.  In  March,  the  Iraqi  Communist  party 
issued  a  strong  statement  protesting  against  continued  detention  of 
political  prisoners.  It  appeared  much  later  in  the  year  in  the  Information 
Bulletin  but  was  ignored  by  the  mainline  Soviet  press.  In  contrast,  the 
joint  icp-Arab  Socialist  Movement  declaration  of  April  1969  was 
promptly  reported  by  Pravda  on  April  5.  A  comparison  of  the  texts  of 
these  two  documents  provides  a  clue  to  their  differing  treatment  by 
Moscow.  Whereas  the  first  protested  against  the  persecution  of  the  Iraqi 
Communists,  the  second  called  for  the  establishment  of  a  "united  front 
of  national,  patriotic  forces."  The  publication  of  one  document  and  the 
de  facto  official  disregard  of  the  other  left  no  doubt  about  Soviet  pri¬ 
orities:  the  creation  of  a  national  front  had  been  elevated  to  an  impor¬ 
tant  policy  objective  which  took  precedence  over  other  considerations, 
including  the  fate  of  the  imprisoned  members  of  the  icp.33  It  is  equally 
noteworthy  that  reports  on  the  "united  front"  appearing  in  the  Russian 
press  consisted  of  quotes  from  materials  published  in  the  Iraqi  and  other 
Arab  Communist  sources  but  contained  no  Soviet  comments.  This 
meant  that,  although  Moscow  favored  the  establishment  of  a  national 
front  in  Iraq,  it  had  no  intention  of  exerting  direct  public  pressure  on  the 
Ba'thi  government  which,  or  so  it  seemed  at  the  time,  was  adopting  an 
"anti-imperialist"  foreign  and  "socialist-oriented"  domestic  policies. 

A  clearer  indication  of  the  trend  toward  accommodation  with  Iraq 
was  given  in  the  fall  of  1969  in  one  of  Primakov's  articles  from  Baghdad. 
It  was  based  on  an  interview  with  Abd  al-Khaliq  al-Samarrai,  then 
assistant  secretary  general  of  the  Ba'th.  First,  Samarrai  listed  the  rea¬ 
sons  which  had  prompted  his  party  to  revise  its  initial  anti-Communist 
stance:  the  fiasco  of  November  1963;  the  experience  of  Syria,  where  the 
Ba'th  and  the  Communist  party  began  to  cooperate  in  February  1966; 
and  the  necessity  of  uniting  "progressive"  Arab  forces  after  the  defeat  of 
[une  1967.  At  the  same  time,  as  he  freely  admitted,  "it  is  hardly  to  be 
imagined  that  the  earlier  attitudes  prevalent  in  the  Ba'th  .  .  .  had  sud¬ 
denly  and  completely  vanished."  On  the  contrary,  staunch  anti-Com- 
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munists  continued  to  occupy  high  party  and  government  positions.  All 
in  all,  however,  forces  opposed  to  "exclusiveness"  were  now  dominant 
in  the  party  councils.34 

Commenting  on  the  Ba'th's  current  attitude  toward  the  icp,  Samarrai 
noted  that  "one  of  the  most  influential  figures  of  the  new  Iraqi  regime" 
expressed  a  desire  to  appoint  some  Communists  to  ministerial  posi¬ 
tions.  "We  could  not  do  so  [earlier]  because  ...  we  had  no  links  with  the 
leadership  of  the  Communist  party  which  was  operating  .  .  .  under¬ 
ground."  A  dialogue  became  possible,  the  source  told  Samarrai,  after  the 
authorities  had  freed  all  the  political  prisoners  arrested  by  the  Aref 
regime  and  "not  one  Communist  was  left  in  prison."35  The  fact  that 
such  assertions  were  hotly  disputed  by  the  icp  did  not  impress  Pravda. 
What  seemed  to  matter  to  Moscow  was  the  implied  promise,  contained 
in  the  statements  by  high  Ba'thi  functionaries,  that  former  excesses 
against  the  local  Marxists  were  a  thing  of  the  past  and  that  the  ruling 
party  was  now  moving  in  the  direction  of  the  "united  front."  If  true, 
Baghdad's  changing  attitude  could  lead  to  a  recognition  of  the  legit¬ 
imacy  of  the  icp  and,  presumably,  to  the  discontinuation  of  government 
persecution.  Moreover,  the  Kremlin  no  doubt  understood  that  exerting 
influence  on  behalf  of  the  Iraqi  Communists  would  not  improve  their 
position;  it  would,  however,  increase  the  level  of  tension  in  Moscow- 
Baghdad  relations. 

For  a  while,  Pravda' s  guarded  optimism  appeared  to  have  been  justi¬ 
fied.  As  quoted  by  Primakov,  al-Thawrah  expressed  the  Ba'th's  apprecia¬ 
tion  of  the  "need  for  an  alliance  with  progressives,  first  and  foremost  the 
Iraqi  Communist  party."  The  icp  was  now  seen  in  a  particularly  favor¬ 
able  light:  it  proceeded  from  the  "ideas  of  scientific  socialism,  which 
represents  the  interests  of  the  proletariat";  it  had  "important  links  with 
the  broad  popular  masses";  and  it  had  "international  links  with  the 
socialist  countries  .  .  .  which  have  come  out  on  the  side  of  the  Arab 
revolution."  An  open  expression  of  such  views,  Primakov  continued, 
"demonstrates  that  the  Ba'th  party  is  undergoing  a  definite  ideological 
evolution."  He  was  under  no  illusion  that  "important  historical  obsta¬ 
cles"  remained  and  had  to  be  "overcome  and  eliminated."  However,  the 
dialogue  between  Iraq's  two  major  parties  had  begun  and  was  continu¬ 
ing  "in  a  milieu  of  auspicious  changes  that  are  opening  new  horizons  for 
Iraq."  Primakov's  article  was  important  because  it  ran  counter  to  views 
expressed  by  the  icp  and,  as  such,  served  as  another  indication  of  Mos¬ 
cow's  changing  attitude  toward  the  Ba'th.36 

Upbeat  reporting  of  developments  in  Iraq  marked  most  Soviet  com¬ 
ments  appearing  in  1970  and  1971.  Occasional  acts  of  terror  committed 


The  Iraqi  Communist  Party  109 


against  prominent  members  of  the  icp  were  either  passed  over  in  silence 
or  were  mentioned  only  in  passing.  (Such  was  the  case  in  the  March 

1970  murder  of  Mohammed  Ahmad  al-Khudayri;  of  the  central  Soviet 
press,  only  Sovetskaia  Rossiia  reported  his  death  as  well  as  that  of  two 
other  icp  functionaries.)37  Moscow's  circumspection,  coupled  with 
continuing  calls  for  the  creation  of  a  "unified  national  democratic  front 
of  all  progressive  parties  in  Iraq,"38  stood  in  sharp  contrast  to  the  reac¬ 
tion  of  the  icp  which,  in  a  public  statement,  held  the  authorities  respon¬ 
sible  for  KhudayrTs  death.39  Likewise,  Soviet  publications  managed  to 
"overlook"  the  important  Second  Congress  of  the  Iraqi  Communist 
party  held  in  September  1970,  while  devoting  considerable  attention  to 
Saddam  Hussein's  August  visit  to  the  USSR.  Along  with  the  text  of  the 
icp  Program,  adopted  at  the  Second  Congress,  the  documents  issued  at 
the  meeting  of  the  Jordanian,  Syrian,  Iraqi,  and  Lebanese  Communist 
parties,  held  in  January  1971,  were  once  again  made  public  only  in  the 
Information  Bulletin.40  In  short,  in  1970  and  1971  the  Soviet  press  gave 
no  inkling  of  the  seriousness  of  the  situation  facing  the  icp — a  clear 
indication  that  the  Kremlin  had  no  intention  of  jeopardizing  its  rapidly 
improving  relations  with  the  ruling  Ba'th  for  the  sake  of  Iraq's  Marxist 
organization. 

Nevertheless,  the  sharp  deterioration  of  relations  between  the  Ba'th 
and  the  icp,  which  took  place  in  the  early  1970s,  made  it  impossible  for 
the  USSR  to  ignore  the  subject  entirely.  Significantly,  however,  the 
venue  chosen  to  protest  the  repressive  policies  of  the  Iraqi  government 
was  not  a  major  Soviet  publication  but  the  World  Marxist  Review. 
Entitled  "Who  Profits  From  Persecution  of  Communists  in  Iraq?,"  the 

1971  article  by  Ara  Kachadoor  (a  pseudonym)  accused  the  ruling  Ba'th 
party  of  arresting,  imprisoning,  torturing,  and  executing  members  of 
the  icp.  Alluding  to  the  venerable  Leninist  concept  of  the  "dual  nature 
of  the  national  bourgeoisie,"  Kachadoor  acknowledged  that  "the  best 
part  of  the  Baathists  are  friendly  towards  the  Communists  and  do  not 
shy  away  from  contacts  with  them."  Nevertheless,  especially  "among 
influential  Baathists,"  there  were  many  who  could  not  "shed  their 
ingrained  anti-communism"  and  were  anxious  "to  . . .  oust  the  Commu¬ 
nists  from  public  and  political  life."  The  icp  had  no  doubt  that  these 
elements  controlled  the  actions  of  the  Iraqi  authorities:  "It  would  be 
naive  to  believe  that  the  security  service  initiated  this  campaign  against 
Communists  .  .  .  without  the  knowledge  of  the  Baath  Party  and  the 
government."  The  icp,  Kachadoor  concluded,  remained  committed  to 
the  principle  of  "unity  of  the  democratic  movement"  but  warned  that  it 
could  be  implemented  only  after  government  repressions  stopped.  If 
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they  did  not,  Iraq  would  not  be  able  to  "win  genuine  independence  and 
progressive  development."41 

It  was  in  this  general  atmosphere  of  the  tightening  of  Ba'thist  controls 
over  the  political  life  of  Iraq,  of  growing  icp  resentment  and  clamor  for 
Soviet  protection,  and  of  the  USSR's  apparent  unwillingness  to  involve 
itself  publicly  in  the  domestic  affairs  of  a  client-state  that  a  high-level 
Communist  party  delegation,  headed  by  First  Secretary  Aziz  Moham¬ 
med,  traveled  to  Moscow.  The  visit  took  place  in  May  1971  and  encom¬ 
passed  meetings  with  Mikhail  Suslov.  According  to  the  Soviet  account, 
Aziz  Mohammed  informed  his  hosts  "about  the  situation  in  Iraq,  the 
activity  of  the  Iraqi  Communist  party,  and  the  difficulties  that  it  is 
encountering  in  its  work."  In  the  course  of  the  discussions,  the  USSR 
"expressed  its  solidarity  with  the  Iraqi  Communist  party  .  .  .  and  with 
its  efforts  to  unite  the  country's  patriotic  and  national-democratic 
forces  within  the  framework  of  an  anti-imperialist  front."  Both  parties 
agreed  that  "imperialist  and  reactionary  intrigues  ...  as  well  as  the 
persecution  of  the  Communist  party  impede  the  achievement  of  unity 
of  progressive  patriotic  forces  and  facilitate  the  subversive  activity  of 
hostile  elements  which  strive  to  prevent  Iraq  from  . . .  strengthening  its 
national  independence  and  [achieving]  social  progress."42 

The  formula  left  little  doubt  that,  in  the  accelerating  conflict  be¬ 
tween  the  Ba'th  and  the  icp,  the  Kremlin's  public  sympathies  were  on 
the  side  of  its  fellow  Marxists.  At  the  same  time,  it  was  equally  obvious 
that  the  difficulties  encountered  by  the  Iraqi  Communists  would  not  be 
permitted  to  jeopardize  the  growing  friendship  between  Moscow  and 
Baghdad.  This  point  was  well  illustrated  not  only  by  Soviet  unwilling¬ 
ness  to  criticize  the  Ba'th's  repressive  behavior  with  respect  to  the  icp 
openly,  but  also  by  the  continuing  public  praise  of  "new"  and  "progres¬ 
sive"  aspects  of  Baghdad's  domestic  policy.43  Nevertheless,  the  overall 
situation  did  place  the  USSR  into  an  uncomfortable  position.  For  this 
reason,  the  Soviets  may  be  safely  assumed  to  have  applied  behind-the- 
scenes  pressure  in  an  effort  to  persuade  the  Iraqi  authorities  to  discon¬ 
tinue,  or,  at  the  very  least,  to  moderate  their  anti-Communist  practices. 
Indeed,  during  his  mid- 1971  visit  to  Moscow,  Saddam  Hussein  was 
reportedly  told  that  continued  Soviet  support  of  Iraq  depended  on  Bagh¬ 
dad's  willingness  to  end  "the  repression  of  the  Communists."44  Pres¬ 
sure  to  show  more  flexibility  must  also  have  been  exerted  on  the  icp 
since  it,  too,  had  its  share  of  hard-liners,  unwilling  to  compromise  with 
a  party  at  whose  hands  the  Marxists  had  suffered  a  great  deal.  Moscow's 
desire  to  settle  the  Ba'th-icp  feud  was  also  prompted  by  the  realization 
that  the  advancement  of  the  USSR's  own  interests  in  Iraq  was  greatly 
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hampered  by  public  quarrels  between  the  two  parties,  by  the  repression 
of  the  Communists,  and  by  their  appeals  for  Soviet  support. 


“Charter  of  National  Action”  and  Ba’th-lCP  Cooperation 

On  November  15,  1971,  President  Bakr  announced  that  the  work  of 
drafting  the  National  Action  Charter  had  been  completed.  The  draft 
proclaimed  the  Ba'th's  desire  to  strengthen  the  political  and  economic 
independence  of  Iraq  through  cooperation  with  the  USSR  and  other 
members  of  the  "socialist  bloc."  It  reiterated  Baghdad's  determination 
to  support  the  Arab  struggle  against  "imperialism"  and  "Israeli  aggres¬ 
sion."  Domestically,  the  draft  envisaged  the  creation  of  a  National 
Front,  embracing  all  of  the  country's  "progressive  forces."  It  also  pro¬ 
vided  for  the  adoption  of  a  permanent  constitution  guaranteeing  "dem¬ 
ocratic  freedoms"  for  Iraq's  "progressive"  political  parties.45 

At  a  press  conference,  held  two  days  later,  Bakr  said  that  the  "cor¬ 
nerstone"  of  unity  to  which  his  party  aspired  was  an  alliance  between 
the  Ba'th,  the  Iraqi  Communist  party,  and  the  Kurdistan  Democratic 
party.  He  went  on  to  add,  however,  that  joining  the  alliance  was  predi¬ 
cated  on  acceptance  of  the  principle  that  "the  responsibility  for  leading 
the  Army  and  directing  it  politically  falls  on  the  rcc  alone. . . .  No  party 
other  than  the  Baath  .  .  .  will  be  allowed  to  carry  out  any  forms  of 
political  or  organizational  activity  within  the  armed  forces."46 

In  a  statement  issued  on  November  27  the  icp  Politburo  expressed 
"great  interest"  in  the  draft  Charter.  It  appealed  to  the  Communists 
because  it  was  "anti-imperialist  in  character"  and  emphasized  "the 
importance  of  .  .  .  strengthen[ing]  .  .  .  cooperation  with  the  socialist 
countries";  because  it  "rejected  .  . .  the  capitalist  path"  and  envisaged  a 
program  of  "progressive  socio-economic  change";  because  it  reasserted 
"the  importance  of  a  peaceful  democratic  solution  of  the  Kurdish  prob¬ 
lem";  and,  above  all,  because  it  contained  an  implicit  promise  to  avoid 
"the  mistakes  and  failures  suffered  by  the  revolutionary  movement  in 
Iraq.  .  .  ,"47  The  icp  also  approved  of  the  provisions  guaranteeing  "all 
democratic  freedoms  for  the  popular  masses  .  .  . ,  including  freedom  of 
political  parties, . . .  the  press,  [and]  freedom  of  opinion. . . ."  At  the  same 
time,  the  icp  insisted  that  "the  requirements  of  the  victorious  struggle 
against  imperialism,  Zionism  and  reactionary  forces  call  for  the  confir¬ 
mation  of  certain  [other]  principles. .  . ."  Leading  among  them  was  "the 
liquidation  of  all  manifestations  of  suppressions  of  the  masses  and  their 
political  institutions  (especially  their  patriotic  parties)."  Finally,  in 
order  to  "achieve  .  .  .  more  comprehensive  and  precise  formulation[s]," 
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the  icp  suggested  holding  "direct  meetings  and  constructive  discus¬ 
sions"  by  the  Ba'th,  the  icp,  and  the  kdp.48 

As  noted  by  Majid  Khadduri,  a  number  of  high-level  consultations 
between  the  Ba'th  and  the  icp  was  in  fact  held  in  Baghdad  in  the  spring 
of  1972--  The  former  was  represented  by  Saddam  Hussein  and  rcc  mem¬ 
ber  Tariq  Aziz  and  the  latter  by  Aziz  Mohammed  and  Central  Commit¬ 
tee  member  Amir  Abdallah.  In  the  course  of  the  discussions,  "the 
differences  between  the  two  parties  were  narrowed  down  and  agree¬ 
ment  on  fundamental  principles  was  reached."  Specifically,  the  icp 
agreed  to  cooperate  with  the  Ba'th  on  the  basis  of  the  draft  Charter, 
provided  that  the  latter  was  regarded  "as  a  set  of  proposals  for  discussion 
and  possible  changes."  The  Ba'th  consented  and,  in  the  ensuing  meet¬ 
ings,  the  document  "was  subjected  to  a  close  scrutiny,  but  the  substance 
remained  essentially  the  same  as  [originally]  proposed."49 

According  to  a  Communist  account,  during  these  talks  the  icp  in¬ 
formed  the  Ba'th  leadership  that,  in  order  "to  heighten  the  effectiveness 
and  usefulness"  of  Marxist  participation  in  the  political  life  of  Iraq, 
party  members  should  be  allowed  to  serve  on  the  newly  formed  Council 
of  Ministers.  In  addition,  the  icp  requested  permission  to  publish  a  daily 
newspaper  [ Tariq  al-Sha’b}.  Both  proposals  were  accepted  by  the  Ba'th.50 
The  addition  of  icp  Central  Committee  members  Amir  Abdallah  and 
Mukarram  al-Talabani  to  the  Iraqi  cabinet  as  ministers  of  state  and 
irrigation,  respectively,  was  announced  on  May  14,  197 2. 51  While  the 
Ba'thi  press  spoke  glowingly  of  "new  perspectives"  for  the  strengthen¬ 
ing  of  national  unity,  the  icp  praised  the  step  as  "still  another  form  of 
cooperation"  implemented  by  the  party  "for  the  purpose  of  finding 
positive  solutions  to  the  political,  economic  and  social  problems  con¬ 
fronting  our  country."52 

The  icp's  decision  to  cooperate  with  the  Ba'th  was  dictated  by  a 
number  of  considerations.  First,  it  rested  on  a  shared  desire  to  proceed 
with  the  nationalization  of  Iraq's  oil  industry.53  Moreover,  the  draft 
Charter  was  received  favorably  in  the  USSR,  and  it  may  be  safely  as¬ 
sumed  that  the  Kremlin  had  strongly  counseled  moderation.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  the  Iraqi  Communists  must  have  understood  that  open  opposition 
to  the  Charter  would  lead  to  renewed  oppression  by  the  authorities. 
Conversely,  cooperation  with  the  Ba'th  could  be  expected  to  result  in 
several  short-term  gains.  The  icp  could  hope  to  step  up  its  propaganda 
and  organizational  activities  with  less  fear  of  government  retaliation. 
Likewise,  its  prestige  and  influence  in  and  outside  Iraq  were  likely  to 
grow  as  the  party  acquired  "respectability"  by  working  with  the  ruling 
Ba'th.  Nevertheless,  accommodation  was  agreed  to  reluctantly  and  cer- 
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tainly  did  not  mean  submission  to  the  will  of  the  Ba'th.  Above  all,  the 
icp  was  determined  not  the  give  in  on  the  question  of  political  su¬ 
premacy  in  Iraq,  an  issue  of  cardinal  importance  to  the  Communists  as 
well  as  to  the  Ba'thists.  And  since  this  basic  matter  had  not  been 
resolved  then  (or  later),  major  differences  between  the  two  parties  could 
be  expected  to  resurface  at  some  future  date. 

As  subsequently  explained  by  the  icp,  the  difficulties  which  the  party 
encountered  in  its  drive  to  play  a  legitimate  role  in  the  affairs  of  Iraq 
fell  into  two  major  categories.  First,  the  Communists  endeavored 
to  push  the  country  "along  the  path  of  progressive  development  ...  to 
more  advanced  revolutionary  positions."  These  efforts  were  met  with 
"mounting  conspiratorial  activities  on  the  part  of  imperialism  and  its 
lackeys  .  .  .  ,  [such  as]  feudals,  big  bourgeoisie  and  certain  groups  of 
middle  bourgeoisie."  Together,  they  attempted  to  inhibit  "the  ...  al¬ 
liance  of  the  patriotic  parties  within  a  national  front;  nurturing  alarm 
against  cooperation  with  the  Communist  Party  and  sowing  mutual 
suspicions  and  misgivings  among  the  patriotic  parties."54  Second,  the 
Communists  also  ran  into  problems  in  their  dealings  with  the  Ba'th. 
Specifically,  some  of  the  icp's  basic  demands  for  "concrete  measures 
necessary  for  reinforcing  and  broadening  democratic  freedoms"  had  not 
been  met.  Among  them  were  the  requests  for: 

1.  Legality  of  action  for  all  the  patriotic  parties,  including  our  Iraqi 
Communist  Party.  .  .  . 

2.  Preparing  the  climate  for  the  election  of  a  national  assembly 
through  direct  free  secret  suffrage.  As  a  preliminary  step,  ...  a 
national  assembly  should  be  formed  based  on  the  coalition  of 
the  progressive  parties  and  forces  and  entrusted  with  full  consti¬ 
tutional  prerogatives  to  act  as  an  interim  legislative  body.  .  .  . 

3.  Reconsidering  the  .  .  .  [form]  and  tasks  of  the  existing  popular 
councils  and  reformulating  them  as  local  councils  directly  elec¬ 
ted  by  the  masses  ...  on  the  basis  of  the  coalition  of  the  patriotic 
political  parties.  .  .  . 

4.  Achieving  comprehensive  cooperation  among  the  political  par¬ 
ties  within  social  organizations,  such  ...  as  trade  unions,  peas¬ 
ant  associations  .  .  .  and  student,  youth  and  women's  organiza¬ 
tions.  .  .  . 

5.  On  the  basis  ...  [of  the]  above,  ...  [it  was  concluded]  that  the 
participation  and  cooperation  of  the  patriotic  parties  within  the 
state  power  should  assume  the  nature  of  the  coalition  govern¬ 
ment  entrusted  with  the  task  of  realizing  the  patriotic,  national 


1 14  Domestic  Problems 


and  democratic  tasks  embodied  in  the  program  of  the  national 
progressive  front.55 

In  spite  of  these  clearly  defined  differences,  the  Ba'th  and  the  Iraqi 
Communist  party  announced  on  July  17,  1973,  the  formation  of  the 
Progressive  National  and  Patriotic  Front  (pnpf).56  The  document  legal¬ 
ized  the  icp  for  the  first  time  since  its  establishment  in  1934.  However, 
it  was  evident  from  the  very  beginning  that  the  Ba'thist-Communist 
"alliance"  rested  on  a  shaky  foundation.  At  the  signing  ceremony,  Aziz 
Mohammed  stated  that  "our  ambitions  ...  do  not  stop  at  the  limits  of 
this  militant  document."  Al-Thawrah  responded,  warning  the  Commu¬ 
nists  to  "take  extreme  care  to  act  as  allies  and  friends  who  love  their 
Baathist  .  .  .  comrades."57 

As  might  have  been  expected,  Moscow  applauded  President  Bakr's 
November  1971  decision  to  submit  the  National  Charter  draft  for  na¬ 
tionwide  discussion.  In  an  early  reaction,  Pavel  Demchenko  agreed 
with  al-Thawrah' s  assessment  that  this  step  would  open  a  "new  page  in 
the  relations  between  patriotic  and  progressive  elements  in  the  country, 
Arabs  as  well  as  Kurds."  One  of  the  Charter's  more  important  aspects, 
he  noted,  was  the  proposed  creation  of  a  "national  coalition  in  which 
all  .  .  .  progressive  forces  will  participate."  Equally  significant  were 
promises  of  the  legalization  of  political  activity,  made  to  "progressive" 
parties  and  groups,-  of  freedom  of  the  press  and  of  "other  basic  rights  of 
the  people";  and  of  the  establishment  of  a  representative  National 
Assembly.58  The  Soviet  press  praised  the  draft  Charter  also  because  it 
reflected  the  Ba'th's  determination  "to  build  a  socialist  society."  Among 
the  projected  initial  measures  were  the  termination  of  "the  country's 
dependence  on  foreign  capital"  and  the  nationalization  of  "its  oil  re¬ 
sources,  which  are  now  being  exploited  by  the  foreign  monopolies." 
With  respect  to  foreign  policy,  the  draft  Charter  expressed  Iraq's  "reso¬ 
lute  support  [of]  the  struggle  against  imperialism  and  Israeli  aggression" 
while  emphasizing  "the  need  further  to  consolidate  .  .  .  relations  with 
socialist  countries."  It  also  urged  "the  unity  of  all  progressive  and  patri¬ 
otic  forces  in  the  Arab  world."59 

In  short,  the  draft  Charter  was  hailed  by  the  Soviet  press  as  "a  major 
positive  step  .  .  .  along  the  path  of  national  independence  and  social 
progress."60  The  euphoria  engendered  by  Soviet  discussion  of  the  draft 
Charter  stood  in  sharp  contrast  to  the  serious  reservations  expressed  by 
the  Iraqi  Communist  party.61  It  is  true  that  excerpts  from  the  icp's 
initial  statement  on  the  Charter  were  reproduced  in  Pravda  on  Decem¬ 
ber  4,  1971.  However,  none  of  the  Iraqi  Communists'  objections  were 
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reflected  in  the  discussions  of  the  document  to  appear  in  the  Soviet 
press.  This  observation  reinforces  the  earlier  conclusion  that,  in  its 
dealings  with  Iraq,  the  USSR  was  above  all  interested  in  maintaining 
and  broadening  its  relations  with  the  Ba'thi  regime. 

Thus,  the  groundwork  for  improved  relations  between  the  Ba'th  and 
the  Iraqi  Communist  party  was  laid  in  the  spring  of  1972.  In  retrospect, 
there  can  be  no  doubt  that  there  was  a  definite  connection  between 
their  willingness  to  reach  a  modicum  of  cooperation  and  the  April  1972 
visit  to  Baghdad  of  Prime  Minister  Aleksei  Kosygin.  During  his  stay  the 
Soviet  dignitary  held  talks  with  the  representatives  of  the  Ba'th,  the  icp, 
and  the  kdp.  In  urging  moderation  and  in  advocating  a  coalition  of 
"progressive  forces,"  Kosygin  exerted  direct  pressure  on  all  of  Iraq's 
major  political  parties,  and  his  efforts  were  partially  successful:  the 
Ba'thist-icp  consultations  resulted  in  an  agreement  to  cooperate  on  the 
basis  of  the  draft  "Charter  of  National  Action."62 

In  line  with  its  preferences  expressed  earlier  in  the  year  the  Soviet 
press  welcomed  the  inclusion  of  two  Communists  in  the  Iraqi  cabinet, 
announced  in  May  1972.  Pravda  described  this  "consolidation  of  the 
nation's  progressive  forces"  as  an  important  feature  of  the  present  stage 
of  Iraq's  struggle  for  national  assertion.  "All  the  parties  upholding  the 
interests  of  the  broad  strata  of  the  nation — the  ruling  Ba'th  party,  the 
Communist  party,  and  the  Kurdistan  Democratic  party — are  acting  as  a 
united  front  for  liberation  from  the  pillaging  of  foreign  predators."63 

Public  enthusiasm  aside,  however,  Moscow  remained  aware  that  se¬ 
rious  problems  continued  to  hamper  Soviet  efforts  to  manipulate  the 
actors  on  Iraq's  political  scene.  Some  of  these  difficulties  were  spelled 
out  with  uncharacteristic  candor  by  Viktor  Kudriavtsev,  Izvestiia’ s 
prominent  political  commentator.  He  praised  the  Ba'th  for  its  "move¬ 
ment  toward  socialism,"  but  also  cautioned  Baghdad  that  the  "tasks 
confronting  Iraq  ...  [in  its  quest  for]  social  and  economic  transforma¬ 
tion  are  so  great  that  the  Ba'th  . . .  alone  cannot  cope  with  them.  It  would 
be  an  illusion  to  believe  that  this  program  can  be  fulfilled  without 
cooperation  between  the  Ba'th  on  the  one  hand  and  the  Iraqi  Commu¬ 
nist  party  and  the  Kurdistan  Democratic  party  on  the  other."  Signifi¬ 
cantly,  this  admonition  was  not  addressed  to  the  ruling  party  alone. 
Praise  of  the  three  parties  for  showing  awareness  of  the  need  to  cooper¬ 
ate  with  each  other  was  tempered  by  regret  that  the  "initial  talks  on  the 
draft  Charter  have  shown  that  it  is  not  such  a  simple  matter  to  agree  on 
the  Charter's  final  text."  The  main  obstacle  to  an  early  agreement, 
Kudriavtsev  stated,  was  the  "persistent  mutual  distrust  and  wariness 
toward  one  another  that  had  become  ingrained  during  the  long  years  of 
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mutual  hostility."  He  admitted  that  "reality  . . .  cannot  be  ignored,"  but 
called  on  all  concerned  "to  rise  above  narrow  party  interests  and  to 
think  on  the  scale  of  the  entire  country,  of  all  strata  of  the  population 
that  are  ready  to  advance  along  a  progressive  path  of  development."64 

A  similar  point  was  made  later  in  the  year  by  Rostislav  Ul'ianovskii, 
deputy  head  of  the  cpsu  Central  Committee's  International  Depart¬ 
ment.  In  an  article  devoted  to  the  subject  of  "national  fronts,"  Ul'ianov- 
skii  addressed  the  major  participants  in  Iraq's  political  life  in  the  follow¬ 
ing  fashion:  "What  is  needed  for  the  front's  success  is  mutual  trust, 
sincere  cooperation  and  militant  unity  of  all  its  participants,  notably  of 
the  forces  forming  the  nucleus:  the  national  democrats,  who  wield  the 
power,  and  the  Communists,  who  are  being  drawn  into  active  common 
work  to  carry  out  the  progressive  programme  of  fundamental  social 
reforms  advocated  by  the  ruling  party."65  The  same  message  was  deliv¬ 
ered  personally  by  Suslov,  Ponomarev,  Ul'ianovskii,  and  other  cpsu 
officials  to  an  icp  delegation,  led  by  Aziz  Mohammed,  which  visited  the 
USSR  in  October  1972. 66 

Whatever  the  cpsu  might  have  preferred,  however,  it  soon  became 
apparent  that  Moscow  and  Baghdad  differed  widely  on  the  importance 
which  they  attached  to  the  establishment  of  the  National  Front.  For 
example,  in  his  dinner  speech  honoring  Saddam  Hussein  during  the 
latter's  March  1973  visit  to  the  USSR,  Kosygin  praised  the  Ba'th's  re¬ 
sistance  to  the  "pressure  from  imperialist  monopolies  attempting  to 
prevent  the  development  of  Iraq  along  the  path  chosen  by  its  people." 
One  of  the  prerequisites  for  success,  he  continued,  was  the  "consolida¬ 
tion  of  the  National  Front  of  progressive  forces  in  Iraq."  Significantly, 
neither  Saddam  Hussein  in  his  speech  nor  the  joint  statement  on  his 
visit  alluded  to  this  subject.67 

Saddam  Hussein's  refusal  to  mention  the  National  Front,  while 
speaking  at  length  about  a  number  of  domestic  and  international  issues, 
made  it  clear  that,  on  the  Ba'th's  list  of  priorities,  the  Front  was  clearly  a 
secondary  issue.  Of  much  greater  importance  were  the  Kurdish  problem 
and  the  necessity  of  developing  the  oil  industry  after  the  nationaliza¬ 
tion  of  the  Iraq  Petroleum  Company.  Because  the  pursuit  of  these  twin 
goals  required  the  assistance  and  support  of  the  USSR,  the  Ba'th  was  not 
likely  to  challenge  the  Soviet  leaders  publicly.  At  the  same  time,  by 
ignoring  the  National  Front  on  such  important  occasions  as  Saddam 
Hussein's  visits  to  Moscow,  Baghdad  was  delivering  a  clear  message — 
the  Front  was  destined  to  remain  a  politically  insignificant  organiza¬ 
tion  which  would  not  be  permitted  to  challenge  the  Ba'th's  dominant 
position  in  Iraq.  The  attitude  of  the  ruling  party  should  not  have  been 
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surprising:  its  determination  to  remain  at  the  helm  of  the  state  was 
coupled  with  deep-seated  suspicion  that  behind  all  the  icp  rhetoric  and 
appeals  for  cooperation  lay  the  eventual  ambition  to  seize  power  in  Iraq. 


The  National  Front 

The  text  of  the  "Charter  for  National  Action"  was  broadcast  by  Baghdad 
Radio  on  August  26,  1973.  The  document  dealt  with  both  ideological 
and  organizational  matters;  it  examined  various  facets  of  the  Ba'th's 
domestic  and  foreign  policies  and  promised  "a  peaceful  and  democratic 
solution  of  the  Kurdish  issue  within  the  framework  of  the  national 
front."  It  also  called  for  the  establishment  of  a  "Supreme  Committee"  to 
preside  over  the  activities  of  the  Front.  Headed  by  a  member  of  the 
Ba'th,  it  was  to  consist  of  eight  members  of  that  party,  three  Com¬ 
munists,  three  Kurdish  Democrats,  and  one  each  of  two  minor  political 
groupings.  Disagreements  among  member  parties  would  be  resolved 
by  "democratic  discussion,"  and  "mistakes"  would  be  "corrected 
through  .  .  .  self-criticism  and  fraternal  and  constructive  criticism  on 
the  basis  of  safeguarding  the  alliance."  The  Front  members  were  ex¬ 
pected  to  "abide  fully  by  the  national  action  charter. .  .  ."68  On  Septem¬ 
ber  25,  it  was  announced  that  the  National  Front  had  appointed  Naim 
Haddad  as  its  secretary  general.  In  this  capacity,  he  would  preside  over  a 
secretariat  consisting  of  four  Ba'thi  and  two  Communist  representa¬ 
tives.69 

One  of  the  significant  benefits  gained  by  the  icp  was  the  legalization 
of  its  information  and  propaganda  activities;  on  September  16,  1973, 
Tariq  al-Sha’b,  the  party  daily,  made  its  first  appearance  since  the  early 
1960s.70  On  the  debit  side,  the  Iraqi  Communist  party  had  no  choice  but 
to  subscribe  to  the  Ba'th's  position  on  the  Kurdish  question.  As  noted  in 
chapter  3,  the  resulting  tension  between  the  Communists  and  the 
Kurds  led  to  violence  in  northern  Iraq  that  cost  many  Marxists  their 
lives.71 

Initially,  the  icp  expressed  satisfaction  with  the  establishment  of  the 
Front.  The  resolutions  passed  by  the  party's  Central  Committee  on 
January  25,  1974,  noted  that  the  adoption  of  the  National  Charter  and  of 
the  Front  Statute  was  "of  programmatic  importance  for  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  revolutionary  movement  in  Iraq."  The  icp  was  particularly 
pleased  that  a  "spirit  of  cooperation  has  developed  between  the  rank- 
and-file  and  supporters  of  both  parties  and  the  masses  of  the  people" 
after  the  National  Front  had  been  established  six  months  ago.72  Nev¬ 
ertheless,  even  then,  the  icp  Central  Committee  warned  that  serious 
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problems  had  prevented  the  Front  from  developing  into  an  effective 
mass  organization.  Although  expressed  in  a  circumspect  manner  ("it 
must  be  said  that  the  work  of  the  Front  has  not  yet  reached  a  level  which 
fully  meets  the  aspirations  of  the  broad  masses  . . the  criticism  of  the 
Ba'th  served  as  a  clear  indication  that  the  icp  was  unhappy  with  the 
ruling  party's  unwillingness  to  implement  changes  which  the  Commu¬ 
nists  regarded  as  a  prerequisite  to  turning  the  Front  into  an  effective 
instrument  for  political  and  socioeconomic  change.73  Among  the  con¬ 
crete  measures  recommended  by  the  icp  were  the  following:  transfor¬ 
mation  of  the  Front  into  an  "effective  vehicle  for  leading"  the  Iraqi 
people;  adherence  to  the  Charter;  resolution  of  the  Kurdish  problem  in 
a  manner  designed  to  foster  "patriotic  unity";  and  "implementation  of 
economic,  cultural  and  political  agreements  .  .  .  between  Iraq  and  the 
socialist  countries."  Such  cooperation,  it  was  concluded,  would  "assist 
the  revolutionary  development  of  Iraq  .  .  .  [and]  pave  the  way  for  .  . .  the 
construction  of  a  socialist  Iraq."74 

The  January  1974  resolutions  of  the  icp  Central  Committee  attested 
to  Communist  determination  to  use  the  Front  to  spread  the  party's 
influence  among  the  Iraqi  masses.  Confronted  with  what  many  Ba'th- 
ists  perceived  to  be  an  open  Communist  challenge,  the  ruling  party  had 
a  choice  of  playing  the  icp  game  or  clamping  down  hard.  As  it  turned 
out,  the  Ba'th  proved  the  epitome  of  tact  and,  on  the  surface,  did  nothing 
to  antagonize  its  newly  won  political  ally.  In  reality,  however,  the  Front 
remained  what  the  Ba'th  intended  it  to  be — part  window-dressing  and 
part  an  instrument  through  which  the  authorities  were  hoping  to 
achieve  several  important  goals.  Specifically,  along  with  the  1972  So- 
viet-Iraqi  friendship  treaty,  the  Front  helped  move  both  the  Kremlin  and 
the  icp  into  the  Ba'thist  camp.  In  1974  this  was  particularly  important 
because  of  Baghdad's  determination  to  develop  the  country's  economy 
in  the  wake  of  the  nationalization  of  Iraq's  oil  industry  and  to  attempt  a 
"final  solution"  of  the  Kurdish  problem.  The  Ba'th  regarded  Soviet  and 
domestic  Communist  support  as  highly  important  for  the  success  of 
both  of  these  ventures.  With  this  in  mind,  the  rcc  in  March  1974 
appointed  three  members  of  the  icp  Central  Committee  (Nazihah  Du- 
laymi,  Rahim  Adjina,  and  Mahdi  FFafez)  to  the  National  Front  Secre¬ 
tariat.75 

The  icp  reciprocated  by  continuing  to  voice  its  support  for  the  Na¬ 
tional  Front  and  to  back  the  Ba'th's  efforts  to  deal  with  the  rebellious 
Kurds.  Adel  Haba,  alternate  member  of  the  icp  Central  Committee, 
praised  both  parties  for  overcoming  past  differences  and  for  resisting 
divisive  "political  and  ideological  pressures  to  which  they  were  sub- 
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jected  during  the  talks."  One  of  the  Front's  "distinctive  feature[s),"  Adel 
Haba  continued,  was  the  linkage  of  "national  objectives  with  social 
change."  This  was  possible  because  the  Front's  "social  base  com¬ 
prises  .  .  .  classes  and  social  strata  interested  in  development  on  non¬ 
capitalist  lines."  Moreover,  the  Front  was  organized  "on  a  democratic 
basis,  guaranteeing  the  political,  ideological  and  organizational  inde¬ 
pendence  of  each  Party."76  The  icp  also  endorsed  the  government's 
efforts  to  "settle"  the  Kurdish  question:  Rahim  Adjina  described  the 
March  1974  autonomy  decree  as  "a  good  foundation  for  the  peaceful  and 
democratic  solution  of  the  Kurdish  problem."  When  the  kdp  rejected 
the  decree  and,  with  it,  an  invitation  to  join  the  Front,  Amir  Abdallah 
blamed  the  "actions  of  the  reactionary  elements"  in  the  party's  leader¬ 
ship  for  the  resumption  of  hostilities  in  northern  Iraq.77 

In  1975,  as  a  result  of  the  normalization  of  Iraq's  relations  with  Iran 
and  a  number  of  Arab  states,  of  the  successful  completion  of  the  war 
against  the  Kurds,  and  of  growing  economic  independence  from  the 
Soviet  bloc,  the  Front  lost  much  of  its  previous  importance  to  the  Bakr- 
Saddam  Hussein  regime.  It  continued  to  exist,  but  was  of  no  practical 
political  significance.  In  spite  of  that,  for  the  next  three  years  the  icp 
continued  to  voice  support  of  the  National  Front  and  promised  to 
cooperate  with  the  Ba'thi  authorities  in  implementing  "progressive" 
reforms.78 

Theoretical  justification  for  continued  cooperation  between  the 
Communists  and  "progressive"  nationalist  elites  in  the  developing 
countries  was  provided  by  a  conference  of  representatives  of  several 
Third  World  Communist  parties,  organized  by  the  World  Marxist  Re¬ 
view  and  devoted  to  the  theme  "Revolutionary  Democrats  and  Socialist 
Orientation."  The  participants,  including  Adel  Haba  and  member  of  the 
Politburo  of  the  Syrian  Communist  party  M.  Salibi,  endorsed  the  propo¬ 
sition  that  "as  a  force  of  social  progress  and  vehicle  of  advanced  social 
and  political  trends  in  Afro-Asian  countries,  the  revolutionary  dem¬ 
ocrats  are,  objectively,  allies  of  the  Communists."79  Nevertheless, 
enough  was  said  to  indicate  that  serious  strains  existed  in  the  relations 
between  the  Communists  and  "revolutionary  democrats"  in  countries 
such  as  Iraq  and  Syria.  For  example,  Haba  bowed  to  Moscow's  line  by 
referring  to  "present-day  revolutionary  democracy  as  a  qualitatively 
new  socio-political  category"  but  warned  that  "the  revolutionary  demo¬ 
crats  . . .  have  retained  what  Lenin  once  described  as  the  vacillations  and 
inconsistencies  of  the  petty  bourgeoisie."80  In  adhering  to  its  "alliance 
strategy,"  Haba  continued,  the  icp  would  "support  the  positive  tenden¬ 
cies  in  the  program  and  practical  activities"  of  the  Ba'th  and  would 
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attempt  to  resolve  "any  differences  of  opinion  ...  on  the  basis  of  the 
pnpf  Charter."  The  reason  for  this  position,  succinctly  put  by  Haba,  was 
very  informative:  "We  have  no  alternative  alliances."81 

Salibi  agreed  with  Abel  Haba  on  the  need  for  cooperation  between  the 
Communists  and  the  "revolutionary  democrats"  and  avowed  that  the 
former  had  "no  illusions  about  .  .  .  [the  national]  fronts  as  organs  of 
power."  Still,  the  alliance  policy  was  worth  adhering  to  not  only  because 
there  were  no  alternatives  but  also  because  such  fronts  had  the  poten¬ 
tial  of  developing  into  "genuine  alliance[s[  of  the  working  people  and  . . . 
platform[s]  for  jointly  mobilizing  the  masses  against  imperialism  and 
for  social  progress."82  Yet,  Salibi  also  was  quite  explicit  in  calling  atten¬ 
tion  to  "factors  complicating  closer  association  between  revolutionary 
democrats  and  Communists."  He  listed  "the  disparities  in  political 
outlook  .  .  .  ,  certain  ideological  differences,  and  .  .  .  past  inter-party 
misunderstandings,  the  burden  of  which  it  is  difficult  to  eliminate 
overnight."  Moreover,  he  argued  that  "anti-Communist  elements  .  .  . 
existed  in  all  the  revolutionary-democratic  parties."83 

The  statements  by  Haba  and  Salibi  illustrate  the  degree  of  disen¬ 
chantment  felt  by  the  Iraqi  and  Syrian  Communist  parties  due  to  their 
inability  to  persuade  the  ruling  Ba'th  party  to  share  power  with  the 
Communists  and  to  implement  comprehensive  socioeconomic  re¬ 
forms.  It  is  only  in  the  light  of  the  frustrations,  building  in  the  period 
between  1975  and  1978,  that  the  subsequent  break  between  the  icp  and 
the  Ba'th  can  be  seen  in  its  proper  perspective. 

In  their  public  pronouncements,  as  noted  earlier,  the  leaders  of  these 
two  parties  continued  to  reiterate  their  desire  to  "strengthen  the  union 
of  all  [of  Iraq's]  patriotic  forces.  .  .  ."  However,  it  soon  became  apparent 
that  the  gulf  separating  them  had  grown  progressively  wider.  Thus,  the 
Communists  emphasized  the  need  for  cooperation  "with  the  view  to 
completing  the  national-democratic  stage  of  the  revolution"  and  ex¬ 
pressed  their  preference  for  a  national  front  capable  of  "actively  par¬ 
ticipating  in  the  major  plans  of  development  [and]  in  the  movement 
toward  social  progress,  national  unity,  .  .  .  freedom,  and  democracy."84 
The  Ba'th,  in  contrast,  was  primarily  interested  in  "intensifying  the 
joint  struggle  of  the  Iraqi  patriots  against  the  intrigues  of  imperialism, 
Zionism,  and  reaction,  carrying  into  effect  plans  of  economic  and  social 
development  of  the  Iraqi  republic."85 

The  report  adopted  by  the  Third  Congress  of  the  Iraqi  Communist 
party,  held  in  Baghdad  in  May  1976,  summarized  the  organization's 
position  on  a  number  of  problems,  above  all  its  relationship  with  the 
ruling  Ba'th.86  Generally  speaking,  as  contrasted  with  the  Second  Con- 
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gress  (1970),  the  icp  now  elected  not  to  publicize  its  "ultimate  goals/' 
such  as  achievement  of  "socialism  and  communism"  in  Iraq,  or  its 
conviction  that  leadership  in  the  "national-democratic  revolution"  be¬ 
longed  to  it  rather  than  the  Ba'th.  Instead,  the  1976  report  insisted  that 
the  Second  Congress  had  "favorably  assessed  the  achievements  of  the 
Baath  Party"  and  had  concluded  that  "  'the  policy  of  patriotic  coopera¬ 
tion  and  the  United  Front  are  not  a  passing  tactic'  .  .  .  but  a  firm 
principled  course  of  action."  To  be  sure,  the  Second  Congress  had  recog¬ 
nized  that  the  task  of  establishing  cooperation  with  the  Ba'th  was 
"fraught  with  many  difficulties. . . ."  In  spite  of  that,  the  icp  had  decided 
in  1970  to  overcome  the  existing  problems  "as  a  prelude  to  an  alliance 
with  the  Baath."  Communist  efforts  were  crowned  with  some  success, 
as  evidenced  by  the  signing  of  "the  National  Action  Charter  and  (of  the] 
Agreement  [to  establish] . . .  the  Progressive  National  Patriotic  Front."87 

In  the  ensuing  years,  the  1976  report  continued,  the  Front  achieved 
some  successes.  "Foremost  among  .  .  .  [them]  is  the  Law  on  Autonomy 
for  Kurdistan  and  suppression  of  the  reactionary,  rightist  rebellion  in 
that  area."  Nevertheless,  the  report  demanded  "stronger  action  by  the 
Front  and  a  firmer  patriotic  alliance."  Specifically,  the  icp  requested: 

(a)  continued  mass  and  Party  education  on  the  basis  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Action  Charter,  which  must  be  a  common  program  of  all 
patriotic  forces  united  in  the  Front;  the  formation  of  specialized 
committees  of  the  Front  under  the  auspices  of  the  Higher  Com¬ 
mittee  ...  to  draw  up  such  programs,  carry  out  the  decisions 
adopted  and  implement  the  provisions  of  the  National  Action 
Charter; 

(b)  a  greater  role  of  the  Front  in  the  political  life  of  the  country  and 
in  its  institutions  so  that  the  Front  could  carry  out  .  .  .  public 
control  over  the  government  bodies,  effective  participation  in 
the  drawing  up  and  realization  of  the  programs  for  economic, 
social  and  cultural  development,  and  the  creation  of  a  climate 
of  trust  and  comradely  solidarity  among  the  parties  affiliated  . . . 
[with]  the  Front; 

(c)  turning  the  Front  into  a  broad  and  active  mass  body  comprising 
all  the  progressive  forces  of  our  people,  and  spreading  its  various 
branches  all  over  the  country  to  ensure  the  broad  mobilization 
of  the  people; 

(d)  adoption  of  a  formula  of  alliance  of  the  Front  by  all  mass  organi¬ 
zations,  primarily  the  Trade  Union  Federation,  peasant  cooper¬ 
atives,  women's,  student  and  other  youth  organizations  .  .  . 
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which  play  the  main  part  in  translating  the  Front's  Charter  into 
life  and  in  implementing  its  decisions; 

(e)  the  principle  of  equal  opportunities  for  all  citizens  and  the 
employment  of . . .  personnel  from  all  the  parties  of  the  Front . . . 
in  the  bodies,  offices  and  institutions  of  the  state  without  dis¬ 
crimination;  .  .  . 

(f)  a  common  policy  of  the  Front  in  the  field  of  information  for 
popularizing  the  aims  of  the  National  Action  Charter  ...  for 
strengthening  the  militant  brotherhood  and  patriotic  unity  of 
the  parties  united  in  the  Front,  and  for  combating  hostile  reac¬ 
tionary  propaganda,  which  strives  to  split  the  national  ranks, 
sow  discord  and  play  on  the  sensitive  relationships  of  the 
Front's  forces; 

(g)  an  end  to  the  wrong  practices  toward  members  of  our  Party  and 
other  patriots,  practices  contradicting  the  laws,  rights  and  free¬ 
doms  of  the  citizens,  for  they  may  have  negative  consequences 
for  the  entire  activity  of  the  Front  and  for  relationships  within 
the  Patriotic  Alliance.88 

(Reference  was  probably  made  to  reported  arrests  of  some  hundred  Iraqi 
Communists  in  January  1976. )89  Finally,  the  icp  also  challenged  the 
Ba'thist  policy  in  Kurdistan.  The  report  noted  that,  after  the  elimina¬ 
tion  of  "the  reactionary  armed  rebellion"  in  1975,  "better  objective 
possibilities  for  a  peaceful  and  democratic  solution  of  the  Kurdish  prob¬ 
lem"  had  been  created  but  were  not  being  used  by  the  Ba'th.90 

The  1976  report  has  been  quoted  at  length  because  it  presented  both  a 
frontal  attack  on  the  Ba'th  as  well  as  an  open  challenge  to  its  undisputed 
authority.  As  such,  the  document  reflected  the  true  state  of  icp-Ba'th 
relations  and  served  as  an  indication  that,  in  the  Iraqi  Communist 
opinion,  the  authorities  were  using  the  Marxist  organization  to  advance 
their  own  goals.  The  only  course  of  action  available  to  the  icp  was  to 
bring  matters  to  a  head  and  hopefully  to  force  the  Ba'th  into  making 
concessions.  This  is  not  to  say  that  in  openly  voicing  its  position  the  icp 
had  declared  "war"  against  the  Ba'th.  On  the  contrary,  the  hoped-for 
concessions  to  the  Communist  party  were  envisaged  within  a  collab¬ 
orative  framework.  Thus,  in  a  declaration  issued  at  the  conclusion  of  a 
plenary  session  of  the  icp  Central  Committee  in  February  1977,  the 
party  reiterated  its  insistence  on  "rallying  the  forces  belonging  to  the  . . . 
Front  .  .  .  ,  deepening  national  unity,  transforming  the  Front  into  an 
active  political  force,  [and]  overcoming  the  erroneous  practice  in  the 
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relations  between  the  Communists  and  the  Ba'thists."  All  of  these  steps 
were  described  as  an  "urgent  necessity,"  contributing  to  "Iraq's  march 
toward  socialism,  [and]  a  guarantee  of  frustrating  hostile  attacks  against 
the  republic."91  Whatever  the  Communist  intentions  might  have  been, 
however,  the  Ba'th  was  not  about  to  turn  the  other  cheek.  Instead,  in 
1977  the  authorities  initiated  a  policy  of  measured  repression  against 
the  icp. 

In  line  with  their  stated  position,  the  Soviets  were  very  much  in  favor 
of  the  Ba'th-icp  agreement  of  July  1973  to  promulgate  the  Charter  of 
National  Action  and  to  establish  cooperation  within  the  framework  of 
the  Progressive  National  and  Patriotic  Front.  The  event  was  described 
by  Pravda  as  a  "major  step  on  the  road  to  the  creation  of  the  National 
Front"  and  a  "great  success  in  the  cause  of  the  [country's)  progressive 
and  democratic  development."  The  accord  was  judged  to  be  particularly 
important  in  the  light  of  the  unstable  domestic  situation,  as  reflected  in 
the  abortive  coup  attempted  in  late  June  and  early  July  by  Chief  of 
Security  Police  Nazim  Kazzar.  Pravda  argued  that  "internal  stability 
based  on  the  consolidation  of  all  democratic  forces  is  a  vitally  impor¬ 
tant  condition  for  the  implementation  ...  of  socioeconomic  changes."92 

In  1974  and  1975,  with  the  Kurdish  war  in  full  swing,  the  Ba'th  did 
nothing  to  annoy  the  USSR,  its  foreign  patron,  or  the  icp,  its  principal 
domestic  ally.  On  the  contrary,  in  March  1974,  three  members  of  the  icp 
Central  Committee  were  appointed  to  the  Secretariat  of  the  National 
Front,  and  both  Communists  kept  their  jobs  in  the  cabinet  reshuffle 
announced  on  November  n.93  The  Soviets  were  pleased.  In  a  March 
1974  telegram  to  the  icp,  the  cpsu  Central  Committee  acknowledged 
that  the  Iraqi  Communist  party  had  "emerged  ...  as  an  important 
national  force"  and  had  become  an  "integral  part  of  [Iraq's]  national- 
democratic  movement."  Together  with  the  Ba'th,  the  message  said,  the 
icp  was  now  engaged  in  an  "active  struggle  against  imperialism  and 
reaction,  for  the  strengthening  of  national  independence  and  social 
progress  of  the  Iraqi  Republic."94 

In  retrospect,  there  can  be  no  doubt  about  the  importance  which  the 
USSR  attached  to  the  continuous  strengthening  of  the  National  Front. 
On  November  13,  1974,  at  a  Kremlin  ceremony,  Aziz  Mohammed  was 
awarded  the  Order  of  Friendship  Among  Nations.  Judging  by  President 
Nikolai  Podgorny's  statement,  one  of  the  subjects  discussed  by  the 
Soviet  leaders  and  the  visiting  icp  delegation  was  the  future  of  the 
National  Front.  Podgorny  praised  the  Iraqi  Communist  efforts  on  its 
behalf  and  said  that  the  creation  of  the  Front  "marks  the  birth  of  a  new 


124  Domestic  Problems 


sociopolitical  force  which  can  become  one  of  the  main  guarantees  of  the 
strength  of  Iraq's  national  independence  [and]  of  the  success  ...  of 
national-democratic  transformations."95 

One  of  the  themes  which  emerged  prior  to  the  end  of  the  Kurdish  war 
and  which  was  widely  used  by  the  Ba'thi,  icp,  and  Soviet  sources  was 
summarized  in  a  statement  by  Amir  Abdallah,  then  a  Communist 
cabinet  member.  Commenting  on  the  "growing  viability"  of  the  Front, 
he  reiterated  the  icp's  determination  to  strengthen  the  cooperation 
between  Iraq's  main  political  parties  and  went  on  to  say:  "Our  col¬ 
leagues  from  the  Ba'th  party  say  that  the  creation  of  the  National  Front 
is  not  a  tactical  but  a  strategic  step.  Agreeing  with  them,  we  emphasize 
that  by  cooperating  within  the  framework  of  the  Front  we  must  set  an 
example  for  others,"  above  all  the  Kurds.  Pravda  concurred.96 

The  next  three  years — the  period  between  the  end  of  the  Kurdish  war 
in  1975  and  the  crackdown  on  the  Marxist  organization  in  1978 — were 
marked  by  growing  tension  between  the  Ba'th  and  the  icp.  Initially,  the 
Soviets  attempted  to  minimize  these  differences.  Indicative  of  Mos¬ 
cow's  efforts  was  selective  coverage  of  the  relevant  events  and  pro¬ 
nouncements  by  the  Iraqi  political  leaders.  For  example,  Pravda  was 
pleased  to  report  that,  at  a  National  Front  meeting  of  June  1975,  Saddam 
Flussein  spoke  of  the  Ba'th's  determination  to  "strengthen  the  alliance 
of  all  of . . .  [Iraq's]  progressive  forces."97  For  its  part,  Moscow  praised  the 
Ba'th  and  the  icp  for  their  willingness  to  cooperate  and,  in  line  with  its 
earlier  stand,  described  the  creation  of  the  National  Front  as  the  "great¬ 
est  achievement  of  the  Iraqi  revolution."98  Likewise,  Soviet  coverage  of 
the  icp's  Third  Congress  omitted  criticism  of  the  Ba'th,  contained  in  the 
Congress  report.  Instead,  Pravda  published  excerpts  from  the  speech  by 
Aziz  Mohammed  who  hailed  the  Front  as  the  "most  important  event  in 
the  life  of  Iraq.  .  .  ."  The  icp,  he  went  on  to  say,  would  "do  everything  in 
its  power  to  deepen  cooperation  with  the  Ba'th  party  . . .  with  the  view  to 
preparing  the  necessary  conditions  for  the  victorious  march  toward 
socialism."99 

Nevertheless,  Moscow  could  not  indefinitely  ignore  the  growing  rift 
between  the  Ba'th  and  the  icp.  In  early  1976,  the  Soviet  press  published 
the  statements  by  the  Iraqi  Communist  and  Ba'thi  representatives  at¬ 
tending  the  Twenty-fifth  Congress  of  the  cpsu,  held  in  February  and 
March  1976.  While  both  Aziz  Mohammed  and  rcc  member  Zayd  Hay- 
dar  agreed  that  Iraq  should  become  a  "socialist  country,"  their  speeches 
attested  to  far-reaching  differences  dividing  their  respective  organiza¬ 
tions.  Thus,  Zayd  Haydar  spoke  of  the  need  to  establish  an  "up-to-date 
industry  and  developed  economy"  and  to  "construct ...  a  democratic, 
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socialist  society."  He  also  said  that  major  steps  in  that  general  direction 
had  already  been  taken — "unity  of  the  people  has  been  achieved  along 
with  the  unity  of  its  progressive  forces  within  the  framework  of  the  .  .  . 
National  Front  and  the  [National]  Charter.  .  .  ."  Speaking  for  the  icp, 
Aziz  Mohammed  confirmed  that  "alliance  with  the  Ba'th  .  .  .  and  other 
progressive  national  forces"  remained  the  "basis  of  .  .  .  [the  party's) 
policy."  He  went  on  to  say  that  the  Communists  were  determined  "to 
strengthen  this  alliance"  in  order  to  complete  the  "national-democratic 
stage  of  the  revolution"  and  move  on  to  "socialism."  He  added,  however, 
that,  to  achieve  these  goals,  it  was  necessary  for  the  National  Front  "to 
become  a  mass  movement,  so  that  the  participation  of  the  masses  in  the 
political,  economic,  and  public  life  in  the  conditions  of  democratic 
liberties  should  be  strengthened,  as  was  invisaged  in  the  National  Char¬ 
ter."100  The  clear  implication  was  that  these  conditions  had  not  been 
met. 

Indications  of  strained  relations  appeared  also  in  subsequent  state¬ 
ments  by  the  two  parties.  In  May  1976,  in  separate  interviews  with  a 
Pravda  correspondent,  both  Tariq  Aziz  (then  minister  of  information 
and  member  of  the  rcc)  and  Aziz  Mohammed  spoke  of  the  "long-range 
nature"  of  cooperation  between  the  Ba'th  and  the  Iraqi  Communist 
party  but  warned  of  "certain  complications"  in  their  relationships.101  In 
February  1977  the  icp  used  the  antigovernment  disturbances  in  the 
predominantly  Shi'i  Najaf  province102  to  express  its  support  of  the 
Ba'th.  However,  the  Central  Committee  meeting  of  February  18  also 
restated  its  conviction  that  "to  rally  the  forces  belonging  to  the  Na¬ 
tional  . . .  Front,  to  deepen  national  unity,  to  transform  the  Front  into  an 
active  political  force,  to  overcome  the  erroneous  practices  in  the  rela¬ 
tions  between  the  Communists  and  the  Ba'thists  is  an  urgent  necessity 
and  an  important  condition  of  Iraq's  march  toward  socialism."103  In 
reporting  these  disquieting  developments,  Pravda  offered  no  editorial 
comment. 

The  situation  that  the  Soviets  faced  in  Iraq  in  the  mid-1970s  was,  in 
many  ways,  a  familiar  one:  they  could  not  entirely  ignore  the  com¬ 
plaints  of  fellow  Marxists  but  were  equally  determined  not  to  antago¬ 
nize  the  ruling  Ba'th  whose  continued  anti-Americanism  and  coopera¬ 
tion  with  the  USSR  were  important  in  the  context  of  the  Kremlin's 
Middle  Eastern  and  Third  World  policies.  Caught  on  the  horns  of  this 
dilemma,  Moscow  once  again  responded  by  engaging  in  a  balancing  act. 
On  the  one  hand,  the  Soviets  publicly  praised  both  parties,  above  all 
their  efforts  at  cooperation  in  the  National  Front,  as  well  as  the  Front 
itself.104  On  the  other  hand,  the  USSR  exerted  pressure  on  both  the  icp 
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and  the  Ba'th  to  reach  a  practical  compromise.  Since,  in  the  Iraqi  con¬ 
text,  it  was  the  Communist  party  that  was  openly  urging  the  authorities 
to  modify  their  rigid  stand  and  to  grant  the  icp  a  role  in  governing  the 
country,  the  Kremlin  had  no  choice  but  to  address  itself  to  these  de¬ 
mands.  It  did  so  by  means  of  strong  public  endorsements  of  Iraq's 
Marxist  organization105  and  of  unusually  frequent  high-level  contacts 
between  the  cpsu  and  the  icp. 

Two  Iraqi  Communist  delegations  visited  Moscow  in  1975,  and  one 
in  1976  and  1977.  The  first,  headed  by  Politburo  member  Zaki  Khayri, 
stayed  between  June  7  and  21,  1975;  the  other  three  were  led  by  First 
Secretary  Aziz  Mohammed.  On  two  of  these  occasions  (December  1975 
and  December  1977)  the  Iraqis  were  received  by  Mikhail  Suslov — an 
indication  of  the  importance  which  the  Kremlin  attached  to  the  negoti¬ 
ations — while  in  October  1976,  the  Soviet  side  was  represented  by  Boris 
Ponomarev. 106  It  is  likely  that  relations  between  the  icp  and  the  Ba'th  or, 
more  precisely,  the  nature  of  the  problems  impairing  their  cooperation 
in  the  National  Front,  was  one  of  the  top  items  on  the  agenda.  It  appears 
equally  certain  that  the  Kremlin  tried  hard  to  persuade  Iraq's  Commu¬ 
nist  leaders  to  be  more  flexible  in  their  dealings  with  the  ruling  party.  If 
these  assumptions  are  correct,  the  Soviet  side  was  not  entirely  success¬ 
ful  for,  as  shown,  in  1976  and  1977,  the  icp  intensified  its  public  pres¬ 
sure  for  a  more  meaningful  participation  in  the  political  life  of  Iraq. 

In  a  parallel  effort  the  Kremlin  attempted  to  persuade  the  Ba'th  to  be 
more  forthcoming  in  its  relations  with  the  Communist  party.  In  his 
June  1,  1976,  speech  on  Iraqi  television,  Kosygin  clearly  implied  that  the 
country's  future  depended  on  the  viability  of  the  National  Front  and 
that,  for  it  to  become  effective,  the  role  which  the  icp  was  permitted  to 
play  in  Iraqi  politics  had  to  be  upgraded: 

Concern  for  the  well-being  of  the  country  and  for  its  future  has 
united  the  democratic  forces  of  Iraq  in  the  Progressive  National- 
Patriotic  Front.  The  [Ba'th]  party  .  .  .  ,  the  icp,  and  other  patriotic 
forces  which  have  joined  the  . . .  Front  direct  their  efforts  at  advanc¬ 
ing  . . .  the  cause  of  social  progress,  raising  the  economy  and  culture 
of  the  country,  struggling  against  the  intrigues  of  imperialism, 
Zionism,  and  reaction,  and  [assuring]  broader  .  .  .  participation  of 
the  masses  in  public  activity.107 

Similar  sentiments  were  again  expressed  by  Kosygin  in  a  speech 
delivered  during  Saddam  Hussein's  1977  visit  to  Moscow.  It  is  notewor¬ 
thy,  however,  that  on  that  occasion  the  not  too  subtle  Soviet  pressure 
was  publicly  rebuked  by  the  Iraqi  leader.  During  his  previous  trips  to  the 
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USSR,  Saddam  Hussein  had  refrained  from  mentioning  the  National 
Front.  This  time  he  did  so  and  left  no  doubt  about  the  Ba'th's  stand  on 
this  matter.  Specifically,  he  alluded  to  efforts  to  strengthen  Iraq's  inde¬ 
pendence,  "socialist  experience,  .  .  .  [and]  our  internal  National  Front." 
He  also  reiterated  Baghdad's  commitment  to  "securing  democracy  for 
the  broad  popular  masses.  .  .  ."  Saddam  Hussein  then  went  on  to  say, 
however,  that  these  goals  would  be  achieved  "under  the  leadership  of 
the  Ba’th  party,  and  with  the  support  of  all  progressive  forces  of  the 
country."108  The  unmistakable  implication  was  that  "forces"  opposed 
to  the  Ba'th's  preeminence  in  Iraqi  politics  would  not  be  regarded  as 
"progressive."  What  that  meant  should  have  been  clear  to  all  concerned. 
The  timing  of  the  message  as  well  as  the  place  where  Saddam  Hussein 
chose  to  deliver  it  left  no  doubt  that  it  was  intended  to  place  the 
Kremlin  leaders  on  notice  that  Baghdad  would  tolerate  neither  Soviet 
nor  icp  pressure  to  modify  its  position  on  a  matter  of  the  utmost 
importance  to  the  Ba'th,  namely  its  exclusive  control  over  Iraq.  Moscow 
had  no  choice  but  to  accept  the  facts. 


Deterioration  in  ICP-Ba'th  Relations 

As  Tariq  al-Sha’b  disclosed  subsequently,  "persecution  of  the  Commu¬ 
nists  in  Iraq  [as  well  as]  repression  of  the  icp  affiliates  and  the  press" 
were  instituted  by  the  Ba'thi  authorities  in  the  fall  of  1977. 109  The 
party's  initial  reaction  was  mixed.  On  the  one  hand,  the  icp  stepped  up 
its  criticism  of  the  Ba'th:  economic  relations  with  the  outside  world 
were  devoid  of  ideological  underpinnings  [as  demonstrated  by  fifteen¬ 
fold  increase  in  trade  with  the  United  States  in  the  period  between  1965 
and  1975);  political  and  economic  cooperation  with  imperial  Iran  and 
the  conservative  Arab  monarchies  was  on  the  rise;  and  relations  with 
the  USSR,  the  "strategic  ally,"  were  on  the  decline.110  On  the  other 
hand,  with  respect  to  the  government's  mounting  anti-Communist 
campaign,  the  icp  reaction  was  rather  mild — the  party  may  have  hoped 
that  relative  restraint  would  persuade  the  Ba'th  of  the  genuineness  of 
the  Communist  offers  of  collaboration.  For  instance,  the  report  on  the 
party's  March  1978  Central  Committee  meeting  complained  that  the 
icp  had  been  "subjected  to  various  forms  of  discrimination  and  persecu¬ 
tion  during  1977  and  that  this  has  negatively  affected  the  activity  of  the 
Front  and  the  popular  masses."  The  report  went  on  to  say  that  "these 
negative  phenomena"  served  only  to  "encourage  the  reactionary  forces" 
and  called  upon  the  Ba'th  to  adopt  "vigorous  measures  ...  to  strengthen 
the  unity  of .  .  .  [the]  people."  As  for  the  icp,  it  remained  committed  to 
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"the  consolidation  of  relations  between  .  .  .  [itself],  the  Baath  Party  and 
other  national  forces,  [and  to)  elimination  of  disagreements  between 
them _ "m 

icp  moderation  proved  of  no  avail.  In  the  spring  of  1978  the  govern¬ 
ment  accused  the  Communists  of  "subservience  to  Moscow" — a  clear 
indication  that  Soviet-Iraqi  relations  were  on  the  decline — as  well  as  of 
"royalist  attitudes."  The  meaning  of  the  latter  term  was  explained  in 
the  following  manner:  the  icp  was  "raising  questions  and  .  .  .  [present¬ 
ing]  demands  which  could  not  be  met  under  the  prevailing  circum¬ 
stances,  with  the  object  of  embarrassing  the  revolution."112  This  was  a 
different  way  of  saying  that  the  Communists  were  challenging  the 
leadership  of  the  ruling  party.  On  May  28,  1978,  al-Thawrah  pointedly 
reminded  the  non-Ba'thist  members  of  the  National  Front  that  they  had 
been  strictly  forbidden  to  infiltrate  Iraq's  armed  forces  and  that  any 
violation  of  this  rule  would  result  in  the  execution  of  the  offenders.113 

As  rumors  of  the  execution  of  a  number  of  Communists  began  to 
spread,114  Tariq  al-Sha’b,  on  June  6,  published  a  long  lead  article,  "For 
Stronger  Confidence  and  Closer  Relations  of  Alliance  Between  the 
Parties  of  the  Progressive  Patriotic  and  National  Front."  It  lavishly 
praised  the  Front  ("an  outstanding  revolutionary  gain  of  our  people  . . .") 
and  reiterated  the  icp's  "commitment  to  safeguarding  and  developing 
this  progressive  alliance."1 15  Taiiq  al-Sha’b  flatly  denied  the  charge  that 
the  Communist  party  had  "use[d[  the  Front ...  as  a  means  to  take  over 
power  through  treachery  and  by  stabbing  its  allies  in  the  back."  On  the 
contrary,  the  icp  participated  "in  disclosing  and  foiling  a  series  of  .  .  . 
conspiracies  aimed  at  the  power  of  the  Baath  Party  even  before  the 
establishment  of  the  Front"  and  had  helped  "counter  the  reactionary 
rebellion  in  Kurdistan."116  In  closing,  Tariq  al-Sha’b  called  on  the  au¬ 
thorities  to  abide  by  the  National  Charter  which  stipulated  that  differ¬ 
ences  between  the  Front  members  were  "to  be  dealt  with  by  the  method 
of  democratic  discussions  in  order  to  rectify  mistakes  through  con¬ 
structive  criticism  ...  in  the  interests  of  maintaining  and  consolidating 
the  alliance."117 

The  Ba'thi  rebuke  was  delivered  on  June  7  (one  day  after  the  publica¬ 
tion  of  the  article  in  Tariq  al-Sha’b)  by  Naim  Haddad.  The  secretary 
general  of  the  pnpf  announced  the  execution,  in  May,  of  twenty-one 
members  of  the  Iraqi  Communist  party.  He  said  that  all  of  them  were 
military  men  who,  in  the  period  between  1975  and  1978,  had  been 
found  guilty  of  "forming  secret  groups  inside  the  Iraqi  armed  forces."  In 
justifying  the  harshness  of  the  measure,  Haddad  repeated  the  argu- 
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ments  advanced  by  al-Thawrah  on  May  28:  the  National  Charter  stipu¬ 
lated  that  political  activity  inside  the  armed  forces  was  reserved  exclu¬ 
sively  for  the  Ba'th  party.  He  added  that  executions  were  designed  to 
"deter  others  from  trying  to  organize  political  activity  in  the  armed 
forces"  and  not  to  destroy  the  icp.118 

As  the  purges  and  arrests  continued,  Tariq  al-Sha’b  mounted  another 
attack  against  the  Ba'th.  The  editorial  of  November  21,  1978,  reiterated 
the  need  of  cooperation  between  Iraq's  "progressive  parties  and  organi¬ 
zations"  at  a  time  when  a  "major  effort  was  underway  to  undermine  the 
National  Front  by  driving  a  wedge  between  its  two  major  partners.  .  . ." 
However,  while  the  icp,  aware  of  the  implications  of  such  a  rift,  was  said 
to  have  gone  out  of  its  way  to  prevent  further  deterioration  of  relations 
with  the  Ba'th,  the  latter  persevered  in  repressing  the  "progressive  ele¬ 
ments."  As  a  result,  Tariq  al-Sha’b  concluded,  the  "gains  [made  by]  the 
revolutionary  movement  in  Iraq"  had  suffered  "great  damage." 

Undeterred  by  icp  protests,  the  authorities  ordered  a  new  wave  of 
arrests  and  executions.  Among  those  detained  was  Majid  Abd  al-Rida, 
member  of  the  icp's  Central  Committee.  On  January  1 5,  1979,  Voice  of 
Lebanon,  quoting  Iraqi  Communist  sources,  reported  that  thirty  more 
Communists  had  been  executed  two  days  earlier.119  The  beleagured 
Marxist  organization,  according  to  Kuwait's  al-Watan,  boycotted  the 
January  29  meeting  of  the  National  Front.  The  move  was  reportedly 
ordered  when  executions  of  party  members  in  Iraq's  armed  forces  were 
followed  by  arrests  of  civilian  Communists  and  by  "general  harass¬ 
ment"  of  icp  activities.  Summarizing  the  results  of  the  government 
crackdown,  Le  Monde  quoted  "sources  close  to  the  icp"  as  saying,  on 
February  23,  that  "over  1,900  militant  members  and  sympathizers  of 
the  .  .  .  Party  have  'disappeared'  since  1  January."120 

Indicative  of  Communist  desperation  was  a  public  appeal  by  Nazihah 
Dulaymi,  published  in  the  World  Marxist  Review  in  March  1979.  It 
stated  that,  in  spite  of  "unwarranted  charges  .  .  . ,  the  scale  of  persecu¬ 
tions,  and  the  bitterness  and  anguish  caused  by  the  executions,"  the 
Iraqi  Communist  party  "publicly  declared  its  firm  adherence  to  the 
course  it  had  chartered  at  its  Third  Congress.  .  .  ."  Nevertheless,  "the 
savage  repressions  and  persecution  against  the  icp  . . .  continue."  Specif¬ 
ically,  Dulaymi  charged  that,  since  May  1978,  "more  than  10,000  per¬ 
sons  have  been  arrested  and  subjected  to  physical  and  mental  torture" 
in  violation  "even  .  . .  [of]  the  undemocratic  laws  passed  during  the  last 
three  years."  Concluding,  she  called  on  "the  fraternal  Communist  and 
workers'  parties  . .  .  [to]  upgrade  the  solidarity  campaign,  demanding  an 
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immediate  end  to  the  repressions  against  Communists  and  their  friends 
in  Iraq."121  In  the  meantime,  the  icp  leaders  left  the  country,  and  the 
party  "froze"  its  membership  in  the  National  Front.122 

Speaking  for  the  authorities,  Naim  Haddad  announced  the  arrest  of 
twenty-seven  more  militiamen  belonging  to  the  icp.  The  action  was 
made  necessary  by  the  Communists'  "duplicity":  they  maintained  the 
appearance  of  collaborating  with  the  Ba'th  but  continued  to  work  "be¬ 
hind  . . .  [its)  back."  In  early  April  1979  the  government  suspended  Tariq 
al-Sha’b  for  publishing  a  reply  to  a  National  Front  statement  criticizing 
the  icp,  and  on  April  10  al-Thawrah  attacked  the  Communists  for 
"attempting  to  create  ideological  diversions  in  Iraq.  .  .  ."123  Later  in  the 
month  Haddad  called  upon  the  Communists  "to  make  up  .  .  .  [their] 
minds  whether  to  pull  out  formally  from  the  . .  .  Front  or  return  to  it  on 
the  Baath  Party's  terms."  According  to  Haddad's  April  22  statement, 
representatives  of  the  two  organizations  held  a  meeting  during  which 
the  Ba'th  reportedly  urged  the  icp  to  reconsider  its  position.  Moreover, 
Mukarram  al-Talabani,  the  sole  remaining  Communist  member  of  the 
cabinet,  was  dispatched  to  Moscow  to  appraise  the  self-exiled  icp 
leaders  of  the  Ba'th's  desire  to  resume  cooperation  and  to  urge  them  to 
return  to  Baghdad.124  His  mission  ended  in  failure:  on  May  5,  Talabani 
was  ousted  from  his  post  as  minister  of  transportation.  As  a  result,  the 
cabinet  was  left  without  Communist  representation.125 

On  May  28,  1979,  the  icp  Central  Committee,  meeting  in  Beirut, 
issued  a  statement  urging  the  creation  of  a  new  "democratic  front"  and 
of  a  coalition  government  in  which  "all  the  national  parties  and  forces, 
including  Arabs,  Kurds  and  other  minorities"  would  participate  on  an 
equal  footing.126  As  might  have  been  expected,  the  Ba'th  had  no  inten¬ 
tion  of  complying  with  these  demands.  The  break  between  the  two 
organizations  was  finalized  on  July  n,  when  the  National  Front,  in 
an  official  statement,  accused  the  "leaders  of  the  Iraqi  Communist 
Party  ...  of  acting  as  agents  of  Israel  and  the  United  States."127 

icp  reaction  to  the  events  of  the  preceding  two  years  was  contained  in 
a  report  of  the  party's  Central  Committee,  adopted  in  late  July  1979. 
Because  it  represented  a  thorough  analysis  of  the  differences  dividing 
the  Communist  party  and  the  Ba'th,  the  document  deserves  to  be  con¬ 
sidered  in  detail.128  First,  the  Central  Committee  noted  that,  since  its 
last  plenary  meeting  of  March  1978,  there  had  taken  place  "a  serious 
reversal  in  the  policy  of  the  Iraqi  regime."  Before  that  date,  the  Ba'th's 
internal  policy  had  exhibited  occasional  "negative  streaks  within  a 
generally  progressive  line."  Since  then,  the  situation  had  grown  progres¬ 
sively  worse:  in  an  attempt  to  impose  "one-party  rule"  on  Iraq,  the  Ba'th 
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"crippled  and  then  totally  wrecked"  the  National  Front.  Occasional 
meetings  of  its  Higher  Committee  were  held  "not  for  discussing  and 
tackling  essential  problems  . . . ,  but  in  order  to  listen  to  some  measures 
taken  by  the  top  level  of  power."  The  Secretariat  occasionally  occupied 
itself  "with  the  complaints  .  .  .  [of]  the  victims  of  persecution,"  but  its 
limited  efforts  produced  no  results.129 

The  emasculation  of  the  National  Front  was  but  one  manifestation  of 
the  Ba'thist  determination  to  monopolize  "all  legislative,  executive  and 
judicial  powers  [held]  by  the  Revolutionary  Command  Council."  Other 
measures  included  the  intensification  of  the  anti-Communist  and 
anti-"national  democrat"  campaigns,  highlighted  by  "the  execution  of 
31  military  and  civilian  Communists  ...  in  May  1978";  the  continued 
"Baathization  of  the  state  organs,  the  social  organizations,  the  educa¬ 
tion  system  and  culture  .  .  and  the  adoption  of  a  "chauvinist  stand" 
on  the  problem  of  national  minorities,  evident  particularly  in  Kur¬ 
distan.130 

In  analyzing  Iraq's  foreign  policy,  the  icp  accused  the  government  of 
softness  on  "Israeli  aggression,"  the  Camp  David  accords,  and  the  Egyp- 
tian-Israeli  peace  treaty.  In  offering  only  "minimum  resistance"  to  these 
initiatives,  the  Ba'th  had  bowed  to  the  will  of  the  "imperialist"  powers 
and  of  the  "reactionary  [Arab]  regimes,"  led  by  Saudi  Arabia.  At  the 
same  time,  the  authorities  thought  nothing  of  "provok[ingj  a  deliberate 
quarrel  with  the  Iranian  revolution"  or  displaying  hostility  toward  "pro¬ 
gressive"  Afghanistan,  Ethiopia,  and  the  pdry.  In  the  world  arena  the 
Iraqi  Ba'th  equated  "U.S.  imperialism — enemy  of  the  peoples, . . .  [with] 
the  Soviet  Union — the  faithful  friend  and  staunch  ally  of  the  Arabs." 
The  icp  also  criticized  Iraqi  purchases  of  military  equipment  from  the 
Western  countries.131 

After  rejecting  the  main  planks  of  the  Ba'th's  domestic  and  foreign 
policies,  the  icp  advanced  its  own  "democratic  alternatives."  High  on 
its  list  of  priorities  remained  the  creation  of  a  "democratic  national 
front."  Embracing  "the  people  and  all  the  opposition  parties  and  forces," 
it  was  to  be  "democratic  in  form  and  content."  This  signified,  in  part, 
that  it  would  "consist  of  ideologically,  politically  and  organizationally 
independent  parties,  organizations  and  forces."  It  also  meant  that  the 
Front's  decisions  would  be  "taken  unanimously."  Members  would  enjoy 
"the  right  of  criticism"  and  "any  disagreements  between  them  [would 
be  solved]  by  democratic  means."  In  conclusion,  the  icp  called  for  a 
"revolutionary  struggle  ...  by  the  broadest  masses  of  the  people  ...  to 
end  the  [Ba'thist]  dictatorship."132  Among  the  purposes  of  the  struggle, 
the  icp  listed  the  following:  "democratization"  of  Iraq's  political  life; 
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"an  end  to  the  state  of  emergency  .  .  .  ;  transforming  the  army  into  a 
democratic  institution"  (meaning  freedom  of  Communist  activity  in 
the  armed  forces);  "a  peaceful,  democratic  solution  to  the  Kurdish 
question  . . . ;  the  adoption  of  scientific  planning"  in  the  Iraqi  economy; 
"safeguarding  and  developing  the  gains  of  the  working  class  and  the 
peasantry  .  .  .  ;  effective  contribution  to  the  Arab  nation's  fight  against 
imperialism,  Zionism  and  reaction  .  .  .  ;  closer  militant  solidarity  be¬ 
tween  the  Arab  peoples  .  .  .  ;  [and]  an  independent  foreign  policy  based 
on  .  .  .  cooperation  with  the  Soviet  Union."133 

Thus,  by  mid- 1979,  the  Iraqi  Communist  party  was  driven  under¬ 
ground  and  ceased  to  be  an  important  factor  in  Iraqi  politics.  Hundreds 
of  its  members  had  been  executed  and  thousands  more  had  been  jailed. 
Most  party  leaders  escaped  and  found  refuge  in  the  USSR.  Occasionally, 
they  held  meetings,  participated  in  conferences,  and  issued  proclama¬ 
tions,  thus  maintaining  some  visibility  in  the  international  Commu¬ 
nist  circles.  In  those  troubled  times  the  icp  enjoyed  Soviet  moral  and  no 
doubt  material  support.  Nevertheless,  it  lost  much  of  its  native  base  and 
has  remained  a  party  in  exile. 

An  early  sign  of  Moscow's  displeasure  with  the  Ba'th  appeared  in 
February  1977,  when  the  icp  appeal  to  the  ruling  party  "to  overcome  the 
erroneous  practices  in  ( their j  relations"  was  published  not  in  the  World 
Marxist  Review  (let  alone  its  Information  Bulletin)  but  in  Pravda .134  It 
is  important  to  reiterate,  however,  that,  in  1977,  when  the  authorities 
unfolded  their  anti-Communist  campaign  or  later,  the  USSR  showed  no 
inclination  of  breaking  with  Iraq.  On  the  contrary,  for  more  than  a  year 
Soviet  publications  paid  little  attention  to  the  plight  of  the  icp.  Instead, 
the  Soviet  press  addressed  the  topics  of  Iraqi  Communist  calls  for 
improvement  in  Moscow-Baghdad  relations  (the  "strategic  alliance" 
theme); 135  icp  insistence  on  playing  a  major  role  in  Iraqi  politics; 136  and 
icp  praise  of  the  USSR  and  its  manifold  achievements.137 

On  March  14,  1978,  the  icp  Central  Committee,  for  the  first  time 
since  the  early  1970s,  publicly  complained  against  government  discrim¬ 
ination  and  "other  violations"  against  the  party  members.  In  comment¬ 
ing  on  the  Central  Committee  session,  Pravda  declared  that  the  Com¬ 
munists  continued  to  adhere  to  the  principle  of  "solidarity  of  all  [of 
Iraq's]  progressive  and  democratic  forces"  and  remained  convinced  that 
"serious  efforts  must  be  made  to  strengthen  the  unity  of  the  Iraqi 
people."138  It  was  not  easy  to  gather  from  Pravda' s  account  that  rela¬ 
tions  between  the  icp  and  the  Ba'th  were  rapidly  approaching  a  breaking 
point.  Subsequently,  the  Soviet  media  passed  in  silence  the  icp  report  of 
March  1978  and  the  early  May  campaign  in  the  Iraqi  press  accusing  the 
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Communists  of  "subservience  to  Moscow"  and  of  "royalist"  atti¬ 
tudes.139 

If  the  Kremlin's  reserve  was  prompted  by  expectation  that  the  differ¬ 
ences  between  the  two  parties  would  somehow  be  smoothed  over,  So¬ 
viet  hopes  were  dashed  in  late  May  1978,  when  it  was  announced  that  a 
number  of  Iraqi  Communists  had  been  executed.  The  USSR  reacted 
with  unaccustomed  caution:  only  on  June  1 8,  that  is  after  a  delay  of  two 
weeks,  did  Pravda  reproduce,  without  commentary,  lengthy  excerpts 
from  the  editorial  which  appeared  in  Tariq  al-Sha’b  on  June  6. 140  Public 
acknowledgment  of  the  executions  was  delayed  until  the  Soviets  had  an 
opportunity  to  consult  with  the  Ba'thist  leaders.  This  was  accom¬ 
plished  by  means  of  a  hurried  visit  to  Baghdad  by  roving  ambassador 
Leonid  Mendelevich.  He  arrived  on  June  3,  reportedly  at  Iraq's  invita¬ 
tion,  and,  accompanied  by  Ambassador  Anatoln  Barkovskii,  held  sev¬ 
eral  meetings  with  high  officials,  including  Saddam  Hussein.141  It  may 
be  safely  assumed  that  the  Ba'thi-icp  conflict  as  well  as  its  impact  on 
Iraqi-Soviet  relations  were  among  the  subjects  discussed  and  that  Mos¬ 
cow  strongly  urged  Baghdad  to  cease  the  persecution  of  the  Communist 
party  members.  If  these  suppositions  are  correct,  the  Kremlin's  pressure 
not  only  failed  to  produce  the  desired  results  but  actually  precipitated  a 
public  warning  to  stay  out  of  Iraqi  affairs.  This  point  was  illustrated  by 
the  exchange  between  the  Syrian  and  Iraqi  branches  of  the  Ba'th  party. 
In  an  obvious  attempt  to  embarrass  Baghdad,  Syrian  Foreign  Minister 
Abd  al-Halim  Khaddam  observed  on  June  6  that  Soviet-Iraqi  relations 
had  never  been  worse  and  that  Iraq  was  about  to  expel  its  Russian 
advisers  and  to  abrogate  the  1972  treaty  with  the  USSR.  His  statement 
prompted  a  public  rebuke  by  Naim  Haddad.  On  June  7  the  secretary- 
general  of  the  pnpf  dismissed  Damascus'  "vulgar  insinuation"  and  said 
that  Iraq  continued  to  regard  Moscow  as  a  "strategic  ally"  and  a  "friend 
with  whom  we  can  cooperate,  provided  there  is  no  intervention  in  our 
internal  affairs."141  Judging  by  subsequent  Iraqi  comments,  this  warn¬ 
ing  was  not  heeded  by  the  Soviet  government.  Information  Minister 
Saad  Kassem  Hammudi's  statement  that,  in  Iraq,  the  Communists  had 
"much  greater  opportunity  for  freedom  of  action"  than  Marxists  "in 
their  own  countries"  and  that  no  "crocodile  tears"  should  be  shed  for 
them,  allows  no  other  conclusion.143 

Diplomacy  aside,  the  Soviet  media  said  nothing  about  the  persecu¬ 
tion  of  the  Iraqi  Communist  party  in  May  or  June  of  1978.  In  the  long 
run,  however,  given  the  magnitude  of  Baghdad's  "provocations,"  Mos¬ 
cow  could  not  remain  totally  silent,  and  criticism  of  the  Ba'thi  authori¬ 
ties  was  finally  voiced  in  July  1978.  One  example  of  the  toughening 
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Soviet  stance  was  provided  by  Pavel  Demchenko's  commentary  on  the 
twentieth  anniversary  of  the  Iraqi  revolution.  In  reviewing  the  history 
of  the  republic,  Demchenko  observed  that  Iraq  "developed  most  suc¬ 
cessfully  in  periods  when  its  national-patriotic  forces  were  acting  to¬ 
gether."  In  contrast,  "when  the  Patriotic  Front  disintegrated  [and]  the 
struggle  among  .  .  .  [its]  participants  intensified,  .  .  .  failure  was  inevita¬ 
ble."  Hence,  the  main  task  facing  Iraq's  "progressive  forces"  was  to 
make  the  Front  work.  Demchenko  admitted  that  "it  would  be  wrong  to 
ignore  the  difficulties  emerging  in  the  activity  of  the  Front,"  but  agreed 
with  Taiiq  al-Sha'b  that  conflicts  among  allies  must  be  resolved  "by 
means  of  a  discussion  on  a  democratic  basis,  of  correction  of  errors 
through  friendly  criticism  and  self-criticism."144  Demchenko's  article 
appeared  during  the  visit  to  the  USSR  of  an  icp  delegation,  headed  by 
the  first  secretary  of  the  party's  Baghdad  Regional  Committee,145  and 
was  thus  probably  intended  both  to  offer  the  beleaguered  Communists 
some  public  support  and,  after  some  two  months,  finally  to  voice  the 
Kremlin's  concern  about  the  turn  of  events  in  Iraq.  Nevertheless,  Dem¬ 
chenko's  reference  to  "fruitfulness"  of  Soviet-Iraqi  cooperation  served 
as  an  indication  that  despite  the  persecution  of  the  icp  and  a  general 
deterioration  of  Moscow-Baghdad  relations,  the  Kremlin  remained  de¬ 
termined  to  avoid  an  open  break  with  Iraq. 

Another  lengthy  article,  appearing  in  the  July  1978  issue  of  Aziia  i 
Afrika  segodnia,  came  close  to  an  open  condemnation  of  the  Ba'th.  Like 
Demchenko,  its  author  P.  Pak  spoke  approvingly  of  the  icp's  insistence 
that  "controversial"  positions  of  the  Front  members  be  discussed,  and 
problems  be  resolved,  in  a  "business-like,  constructive"  fashion.  He 
also  noted  that  the  Iraqi  Communists  regarded  their  association  with 
the  Ba'th  as  a  "strategic  alliance"  which  was  not  limited  to  the  "resolu¬ 
tion  of  the  tasks  of  the  national-democratic  stage  of  the  revolution"  but 
was  also  intended  to  serve  as  a  basis  of  cooperation  in  "constructing 
socialism."146 

Pak  blamed  "imperialist  and  local  reactionary  circles"  for  aggravating 
relations  between  the  icp  and  the  Ba'th.  He  also  found  these  "circles" 
guilty  of  attempts  to  "undermine  and  destroy"  the  National  Front  by 
"sowing  doubts  about  .  .  .  [the  members']  readiness  to  carry  out  obliga¬ 
tions  undertaken  under  the  terms  of  the  National  Charter."  These  anti- 
Front  intrigues  made  it  imperative  for  its  members  "thoroughly  to 
weigh  .  .  .  their  steps,  to  widen  the  sphere  and  to  raise  the  level  of 
interaction  and  cooperation."  Pak  warned  the  Ba'th  that  the  "effective¬ 
ness  of  the  Front  can  be  guaranteed  only  if  its  positive  essence  is 
preserved,  if  a  decisive  rebuke  is  handed  to  the  efforts  by  international 
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and  internal  reaction  to  drive  a  wedge  between  the  national  progressive 
parties.  .  .  ."147 

Another  glimpse  at  the  Kremlin's  displeasure  was  provided  by  the 
text  of  the  obligatory  telegram,  congratulating  President  Bakr  on  the 
anniversary  of  the  Iraqi  revolution.  In  previous  years  the  signatories 
included  the  Presidium  of  the  Supreme  Soviet,  the  Council  of  Minis¬ 
ters,  and  the  cpsu  Central  Committee.  In  July  1978  the  list  was  short¬ 
ened  by  omitting  the  party.  The  contents  of  the  message,  however,  were 
rather  similar  to  those  preceding  it  and  included  a  reference  to  the 
"important  role"  played  by  the  National  Front  "in  the  struggle  against 
imperialist  intrigues."  The  cooling  of  relations  between  Moscow  and 
Baghdad  was  also  reflected  in  Bakr's  reply — although  couched  in  famil¬ 
iar  terms,  it  made  no  reference  to  the  Front.148  But  the  Ba'th's  real 
attitude  was  revealed  with  unusual  candor  by  Saddam  Plussein.  In  an 
interview  with  Newsweek' s  Arnaud  de  Borchgrave,  the  Iraqi  leader 
insisted  that  those  executed  in  May  were  put  to  death  "not  because  they 
were  Communists  but  because  they  tried  to  subvert  the  state."  Turning 
to  the  USSR,  Saddam  Hussein  made  a  statement  that  would  have  been 
unthinkable  at  any  other  time  after  the  1968  revolution:  "The  Soviets 
won't  be  satisfied  until  the  whole  world  becomes  Communist.  They 
believe  their  most  effective  means  for  changing  the  world  to  their 
advantage  is  with  arms."149  A  few  days  later,  Saddam  Hussein  issued  an 
explicit  warning:  "No  country,  whether  friend  or  enemy,  can  decide 
Iraqi  policy."150 

Whatever  the  merits  of  Saddam  Hussein's  arguments,  Moscow  must 
have  been  shocked  by  the  bluntness  of  his  statements — they  were 
designed  to  place  everybody  on  notice  that  Soviet-Iraqi  relations  had  in 
fact  reached  a  new  low.  It  is  revealing,  however,  that  the  Kremlin  chose 
neither  to  reply  to  Saddam  Hussein  nor,  for  the  time  being,  to  react 
publicly  to  the  continuing  plight  of  the  icp  or  to  the  sharp  deterioration 
of  Soviet-Iraqi  relations.  Even  the  November  2 1  Tariq  al-Sha’b  editorial, 
which  protested  against  the  government's  "atrocities"  and  complained 
that  "nothing  had  been  done  to  end  them,"151  was  not  reproduced  in  the 
Soviet  press  until  January  10,  1979.  By  then,  a  suitable  period  of  time 
had  elapsed  since  the  conclusion  of  the  visits  to  the  USSR  of  high  Iraqi 
military  and  civilian  delegations  in  late  1978. 

As  Moscow  kept  its  silence,  however,  Baghdad  abruptly  changed  its 
tune.  On  October  17  Saddam  Hussein  declared  that  the  USSR  was  Iraq's 
"best  friend."  The  Ba'thist  leader  admitted  that  differences  between 
them  remained  and  cited  "Eritrea's  conflict  with  |pro-Soviet)  Ethiopia" 
as  an  example  of  his  contention.  He  went  on  to  say,  however,  that  the 
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Kremlin  "always  sides  with  the  Arabs"  and  that  the  latter  should  there¬ 
fore  "act  accordingly."152 

In  the  wake  of  Baghdad's  conciliatory  gesture,  Defense  Minister  Ad- 
nan  Khayrallah  and  Saddam  Hussein  visited  Moscow  in  November  and 
December  1978,  respectively.153  Saddam  Hussein  was  received  by  Sec¬ 
retary-General  Leonid  Brezhnev — an  indication  of  the  importance 
which  the  Kremlin  attached  to  his  visit — and  signed  two  agreements  on 
continued  economic  and  technical  cooperation  between  Iraq  and  the 
USSR.  In  the  joint  communique  the  parties  condemned  Washington's 
peace  initiatives  in  the  Middle  East  and  appealed  for  "unity  of  all  forces 
in  the  Arab  world  opposed  to  the  policy  of  capitulation."  They  also 
announced  that  the  Kremlin  agreed  "to  strengthen  Iraq's  defensive  ca¬ 
pabilities."  It  is  equally  noteworthy  that  in  his  speech  honoring  Saddam 
Hussein,  Kosygin  stated  that  Soviet-Iraqi  cooperation  transcended  "mo¬ 
mentary  ups  and  downs"  and,  for  the  first  time  on  such  occasions,  made 
no  reference  to  the  National  Front.154  Moreover,  on  January  10,  1979, 
the  very  day  Pravda  reproduced  Tariq  al-Sha’b's  lament  of  November 
21,  1978,  Moscow's  Radio  Peace  and  Progress  program  in  Arabic  warned 
that  continued  persecution  of  Iraqi  Communists  could  create  "suitable 
circumstances  for  the  domination  by  reaction"  but  did  not  directly 
criticize  the  Ba'th.155 

Similar  circumspection  marked  also  an  important  article  by  Iurii 
Zhukov,  one  of  Pravda' s  leading  political  commentators.  During  his 
February  1979  visit  to  Iraq,  Zhukov  interviewed  several  Ba'thist  and  icp 
functionaries.  According  to  his  account,  both  parties  continued  to  advo¬ 
cate  cooperation,  despite  the  fact  that  "there  appeared  regrettable  dan¬ 
ger  signs  .  .  .  [pointing  to]  the  weakening  of  the  united  front."  Zhukov 
did  not  dwell  on  the  reasons  for  this  state  of  affairs  but  urged  the  Ba'th 
and  the  icp  to  settle  their  differences:  "The  guarantee  of  success  of  the 
progressive  forces  lies  in  their  unity.  .  .  .  Any  weakening  of  this  unity  is 
fraught  with  dangerous  consequences,  playing  into  the  hands  of  the 
imperialists  [who]  strive  to  separate  the  progressive  forces  in  order  to 
strike  at  them  one  at  a  time."156 

In  March  1979  the  cpsu  Central  Committee  congratulated  the  Iraqi 
Communist  party  on  its  forty-fifth  anniversary.  The  telegram  spoke 
glowingly  of  the  icp's  accomplishments:  "Your  party  .  .  .  has  made  an 
important  contribution  to  [Iraq's]  independence  and  progress.  The  .  .  . 
long  struggle  of  the  Communist  party  for  the  freedom  of  the  mother¬ 
land  and  the  happiness  of  the  people  has  guaranteed  it  .  .  .  respect  of 
the  .  .  .  [toiling]  masses."  Otherwise,  given  the  continuing  efforts  by  the 
"imperialist  and  reactionary"  elements,  the  cpsu  continued  to  advocate 
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"unity  of  action"  among  the  various  "progressive"  parties  of  the  Middle 
East.157 

In  short,  in  1978  and  1979  Soviet  sympathies  were  clearly  on  the  side 
of  the  hard-pressed  Marxists.158  However,  in  no  instance  did  the  Krem¬ 
lin  actually  condemn  the  Iraqi  Ba'th  for  persecuting  the  Communists. 
Moscow's  unwillingness  to  attack  Baghdad  directly,  even  after  a  public 
icp  appeal  for  Soviet  support, 159  can  be  attributed  to  several  important 
considerations.  First,  attempts  undertaken  in  1978  to  intervene  on 
behalf  of  the  icp  not  only  did  not  produce  the  desired  results  but  led  also 
to  an  open  denunciation  of  the  Soviet  Union  by  high  Ba'thist  function¬ 
aries,  including  Saddam  Hussein.  Second,  and  as  a  partial  consequence 
of  the  first,  relations  between  the  USSR  and  Iraq  had  reached  a  new  low, 
reducing  the  Kremlin's  leverage  in  Baghdad  to  an  inconsequential  level. 
Third,  and  most  important,  Moscow's  uncharacteristic  reticence  in  the 
face  of  Iraqi  "provocations"  as  well  as  Saddam  Hussein's  about-face  of 
October  1978  can  be  attributed  to  the  dramatic  events  unfolding  in  the 
Middle  East,  that  is,  to  Egyptian  President  Anwar  Sadat's  November 
1977  journey  to  Jerusalem  and  to  the  subsequent  attempts  by  the  Carter 
administration  to  resolve  the  Arab-Israeli  impasse  by  means  of  the  so- 
called  Camp  David  process.  Because  Iraq  was  playing  an  important  part 
in  the  Arab  efforts  to  prevent  the  signing  of  a  peace  treaty  between  Egypt 
and  Israel,  the  USSR — a  leading  opponent  of  Washington's  diplomatic 
initiative — chose  not  to  antagonize  Baghdad  at  this  crucial  juncture. 
Not  only  that,  the  Kremlin  was  actively  seeking  Iraq's  cooperation,  as 
evidenced  by  a  flurry  of  high-level  consultations  and  by  the  signing  of 
economic  and  military  aid  agreements.  For  its  part,  Iraq,  too,  recognized 
the  importance  of  Soviet  backing  of  the  Arab  position  and,  brushing 
aside  its  earlier  reservations,  chose  to  normalize  relations  with  the 
USSR.  The  relative  calm  did  not  last:  after  the  Russian  move  into 
Afghanistan  in  December  1979,  Baghdad  reemerged  as  one  of  Moscow's 
most  outspoken  critics  in  the  Arab  world. 

A  scathing  indictment  of  the  Ba'th  as  well  as  of  the  Soviet  govern¬ 
ment's  passivity  in  the  face  of  the  wholesale  destruction  of  the  icp  did 
not  appear  in  the  Soviet  press  until  1990.  An  article  in  Argumenty  i 
fakty  explained  the  Ba'th's  decision  to  secure  Communist  cooperation 
in  terms  of  the  necessity  to  subdue  the  Kurds.160  Having  solved  that 
problem,  however,  the  authorities  subjected  the  icp  to  "most  cruel 
repressions."  By  the  late  1970s  "thousands  of  Communists,  who  were 
declared  traitors,  were  destroyed."  The  bloodletting  in  Iraq  could  be 
compared  only  with  analogous  events  which  had  taken  place  in  Indo¬ 
nesia  in  1965  and  in  Chile  in  1973. 
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Evaluation 

The  main  political  objective  of  the  Iraqi  branch  of  the  Ba'th  after  the 
seizure  of  power  in  July  1968  has  been  to  maintain  itself  in  the  position 
of  undisputed  authority.  With  this  in  mind,  the  Ba'thi  leaders  have 
worked  hard  to  keep  Iraq's  other  political  parties  in  a  subordinate  posi¬ 
tion.  Among  other  parties  were  the  Kurdistan  Democratic  party,  the 
Iraqi  Communist  party,  and,  after  the  Iranian  revolution,  al-Dawah  al- 
Islamiyyah  (Islamic  Call),  a  militant  underground  organization  of  Iraq's 
large  Shi'i  community.  All  three  were  eventually  suppressed  by  the 
authorities.  A  civil  war  was  fought  against  the  Kurds,  while  the  icp  as 
well  as  al-Dawah  were  subjected  to  severe  government  persecution.  As 
a  result,  by  the  early  1980s  the  effectiveness  of  all  three  groups  was 
significantly  reduced. 

In  the  particular  case  of  the  Iraqi  Communist  party,  it  will  be  recalled 
that  the  Ba'th  traditionally  mistrusted  and  disliked  the  pro-Soviet 
Marxists,  an  attitude  that  resulted  in  a  major  crackdown  on  the  icp 
during  the  Ba'thist  rule  of  1963.  In  contrast,  after  the  1968  coup,  initial 
hesitancy  was  followed  by  concerted  government  efforts  to  secure  Com¬ 
munist  cooperation  and  support.  In  retrospect,  it  is  obvious  that  the 
Ba'thi  position  was  dictated  not  by  a  major  change  of  heart  but  by 
realization  that  achievement  of  two  major  internal  objectives — nation¬ 
alization  of  the  oil  industry  and  the  "resolution"  of  the  Kurdish  prob¬ 
lem — depended  on  the  good  will  and  cooperation  of  the  USSR  as  well  as 
of  the  icp.  (Given  the  Ba'th's  pronounced  anti-Westernism,  the  Soviets 
were  the  logical  source  of  military,  economic,  and  political  support.) 
Because  the  Kremlin  had  long  expressed  concern  about  the  fortunes  of 
Iraq's  Marxist  organization,  the  Ba'thi  leaders  understood  that  Mos¬ 
cow's  willingness  to  extend  support  depended,  in  part,  on  their  treat¬ 
ment  of  the  Iraqi  Communist  party.  In  addition,  the  Ba'th  had  learned 
from  the  mistakes  committed  in  1963.  A  crackdown  on  the  icp  had  not 
only  deprived  the  government  of  Marxist  support  but  also  antagonized 
other  left-wing  groupings  (among  them  the  National  Democratic 
party).  Efforts  at  post- 1968  collaboration  with  the  Communists  re¬ 
flected  this  lesson.  Finally,  the  ruling  party  was  aware  that  it  would  be 
easier  to  watch  the  icp  within  the  framework  of  a  Ba'th-controlled 
coalition  than  to  have  it  serve  as  a  disgruntled  opposition. 

Although  the  Kremlin  was  not  indifferent  to  the  fate  of  the  icp,  on  the 
scale  of  Soviet  priorities,  the  party's  fortunes  were,  of  necessity,  of 
secondary  importance.161  Of  primary  significance  were  the  growing 
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anti-Westernism  of  the  Ba'th  accompanied  by  moves  to  improve  rela¬ 
tions  with  the  USSR  and  the  introduction  of  "progressive"  socioeco¬ 
nomic  reforms  at  home.  To  encourage  these  "positive"  trends,  Moscow 
became  engaged  in  a  complex  effort  of  applying  pressure  on  all  the 
major  actors  on  Iraq's  political  scene:  the  Ba'th,  the  icp,  and  the  kdp. 
The  former  was  urged  to  show  more  leniency  toward  the  Kurds  and  the 
Communists,  while  the  latter  two  were  encouraged  to  support  the 
"progressive  tendencies"  displayed  by  the  ruling  party.  Initially,  these 
Soviet  efforts  appeared  to  be  paying  off.  As  noted  in  chapter  3,  Baghdad 
accommodated  some  of  the  Kurdish  demands  by  means  of  the  March 
1970  autonomy  decree.  The  authorities  also  moderated  their  attitude 
toward  the  Iraqi  Communist  party  by  releasing  many  imprisoned  Com¬ 
munists,  by  promulgating  the  National  Charter,  by  legitimizing  the  icp, 
and  by  incorporating  some  of  its  members  into  the  Iraqi  cabinet. 

However,  outward  cooperation  did  not  conceal  a  major  divergence  of 
views  between  the  ruling  Ba'th  and  the  icp.  The  former  never  wavered  in 
its  insistence  on  monopolizing  power,  while  the  Communists  were 
equally  determined  to  share  it.  Nevertheless,  in  the  early  1970s,  when 
Soviet  influence  in  Baghdad  had  reached  its  peak,  the  two  parties  tem¬ 
porarily  buried  the  hatchet  and  it  may  be  assumed  that  their  relative 
affability  owed  much  to  Moscow's  pressure. 

In  the  end,  in  contrast,  the  Kremlin  failed  in  its  efforts  to  reconcile 
the  Ba'th  with  its  Kurdish  and  Communist  counterparts  (chapter  3).  As 
tension  between  the  government  and  the  icp  continued  to  grow  after 
1975,  the  USSR,  outwardly,  remained  aloof.  However,  there  were  in¬ 
dications  of  Soviet  pressure  on  both  Iraqi  parties  to  reach  a  compromise, 
although  the  Kremlin's  efforts  at  influencing  their  respective  attitudes 
fell  short  of  the  mark.  In  the  latter  1970s,  due  to  vastly  increased 
oil  revenues,  Baghdad  was  no  longer  dependent  on  exclusive  Soviet 
support. 

In  the  spring  of  1978,  when  the  ruling  Ba'th  announced  the  execution 
of  twenty-one  Communists,  Moscow  dispatched  a  high  foreign  minis¬ 
try  official  to  Baghdad.  It  may  be  safely  assumed  that  one  of  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  his  visit  was  to  persuade  the  Ba'thi  authorities  to  stop  the  anti- 
Communist  campaign.  The  effort  failed.  Baghdad  continued  to  accuse 
the  Iraqi  Communist  party  of  "subservience  to  the  Soviet  Union"  and, 
in  so  doing,  challenged  not  only  the  icp  but  the  USSR  itself:  the  Krem¬ 
lin  was  warned  to  stay  out  of  Iraqi  politics.  In  short,  the  Soviets  at¬ 
tempted  and  failed  to  exert  influence  on  behalf  of  the  icp.  As  a  result, 
Soviet-Iraqi  relations  hit  the  lowest  point  of  the  post- 1968  period,  but, 
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significantly,  there  was  no  break  between  Moscow  and  Baghdad.  The 
circumspection  with  which  the  USSR  treated  Iraq  was  due,  in  part,  to 
the  prominent  role  the  latter  was  playing  in  the  Arab  campaign  to 
isolate  Egypt  in  the  wake  of  the  Camp  David  accords — another  indica¬ 
tion  that,  to  the  Kremlin,  state-to-state  relations  were  more  important 
than  the  fate  of  a  Third  World  communist  party. 


■  5  The  Persian  Gulf,  1 968- 1975 :  Problems 
of  Security  and  Stability 


During  his  November  1967  visit  to  the  Gulf,  Minister  of  State  at  the 
Foreign  Office  Goronwy  Roberts  had  assured  Mohammed  Reza  Shah 
that  Great  Britain  would  not  eliminate  its  military  presence  in  the 
Persian  Gulf  before  1975.1  It  therefore  came  as  a  considerable  surprise 
when  Prime  Minister  Harold  Wilson  announced,  on  January  16,  1968, 
that  "all  British  forces  in  the  Far  East  (except  Hong  Kong)  and  the 
Persian  Gulf  were  to  be  withdrawn  by  the  end  of  1 97 1  ."2  The  mission  to 
explain  London's  decision  to  the  rulers  of  the  Gulf  states  and  prin¬ 
cipalities  was  once  again  entrusted  to  Goronwy  Roberts.  He  was  also 
instructed  to  urge  the  rulers  to  take  steps  to  help  maintain  regional 
security  and  stability  in  the  aftermath  of  Britain's  far-reaching  decision. 
Specifically,  London  suggested  adoption  of  two  separate  but  related 
measures:  the  creation  of  a  regional  defense  pact  and  the  establishment 
of  a  federation  of  smaller  Arab  principalities,  to  include  Bahrain,  Qatar, 
and  the  seven  sheikhdoms  of  Trucial  Oman  (Abu  Dhabi,  Dubai,  Shar¬ 
jah,  Ras  al-Khaimah,  Ajman,  Umm  al-Qaiwain,  and  Fujairah). 

With  respect  to  the  first  objective,  Roberts  advocated  a  regional  al¬ 
liance  embracing  Iran,  Saudi  Arabia,  Kuwait,  and  the  smaller  Arab 
principalities.3  While  Tehran,  even  before  the  Wilson  announcement, 
declared  "its  readiness  to  participate  in  'any  form  of  regional  coopera¬ 
tion  for  the  defense  of  the  area,'  "4  the  Arab  states  showed  no  interest  in 
the  British  initiative.  Before  anything  else  happened,  however,  U.S. 
Undersecretary  of  State  Eugene  Rostow,  in  a  Voice  of  America  interview 
broadcast  on  January  19,  expressed  Washington's  endorsement  of  a 
"joint  [regional]  defense  system"  built  around  a  nucleus  consisting  of 
Turkey,  Iran,  Pakistan,  Iraq,  Saudi  Arabia,  and  Kuwait.  Its  stated  pur¬ 
pose  was  "to  fill  the  vacuum  left  by  Britain's  withdrawal  from  the 
Gulf."5 


144  Regional  Problems 


The  two  proposals  pursued  the  same  objective,  as  London  and  Wash¬ 
ington  endeavored  to  establish  a  framework  for  regional  security  before 
the  projected  withdrawal  of  British  forces  from  the  Gulf.  Given  the 
strong  anti-Western  attitudes  then  prevalent  in  the  United  Arab  Re¬ 
public,  Syria,  and  Iraq,  these  leading  Arab  states  launched  a  major 
propaganda  effort  to  discredit  the  British  and  U.S.  plans.  This  left  Saudi 
Arabia  and  Kuwait  no  choice  but  to  deny  "any  intention  of  joining 
either  a  military  or  political  pact  or  bloc."6  Even  Iran,  which  had  ini¬ 
tially  offered  to  cooperate  with  the  other  Gulf  states  in  ensuring  the 
area's  defense,  reacted  negatively  to  the  Rostow  proposal.7  In  the  end, 
Western  efforts  to  create  a  Gulf  regional  defense  organization  to  com¬ 
pensate  for  the  projected  withdrawal  of  British  forces  accomplished 
nothing. 

London's  second  objective,  the  creation  of  a  federation  of  the  Trucial 
Oman  principalities  with  the  view  to  fostering  regional  stability,  was 
met  on  December  2,  1971,  when  seven  sheikhdoms  joined  to  form  the 
United  Arab  Emirates  (uae).  The  new  entity  did  not  include  either 
Bahrain  or  Qatar,  which  proclaimed  their  independence  in  August  1971. 
These  events,  signifying  an  abandonment  of  a  three-year-long  effort  to 
establish  a  "maxi-federation,"  were  something  of  a  political  setback  for 
Great  Britain,  the  project's  main  sponsor,  as  well  as  for  Saudi  Arabia  and 
Kuwait,  its  main  Arab  backers.  However,  while  not  going  as  far  as 
originally  planned,  the  new  entity  was  preferable  to  no  union  at  all,  as  a 
fragmented  and  mutually  hostile  Arab  lower  Gulf  was  widely  regarded 
as  a  fertile  ground  for  subversion  by  radical  elements,  then  active  in 
neighboring  Oman.8 


Regional  Security,  1968-1971 

In  the  intricate  patterns  of  Gulf  politics  of  the  late  1960s  and  early 
1970s  an  unaccustomed  harmony  prevailed  with  respect  to  two  major 
issues:  the  unanimous  rejection  of  the  British  and  American  sugges¬ 
tions  for  the  establishment  of  a  pro-Western  regional  defense  system 
and  public  insistence  on  the  need  for  British  military  withdrawal  from 
the  area.  In  this  regard,  Iraq  shared  the  position  held  by  most  of  the 
other  Gulf  states,  among  them  Iran,  Kuwait,  and  Saudi  Arabia.  (Pri¬ 
vately,  some  sheikhdoms  had  opposed  the  British  departure.) 

Baghdad's  anti-British  attitude  manifested  itself  in  the  pronounce¬ 
ments  of  the  Iraqi  leaders  and  of  the  state-controlled  media  which 
periodically  accused  London  of  determination  not  to  leave  the  Gulf. 
Thus,  Baghdad  Radio  ascribed  the  difficulties  encountered  by  the  pro- 
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posed  Federation  of  Arab  Emirates  to  British  intrigues  designed  to  en¬ 
able  London  "to  go  back  on  its  pledge  of  military  evacuation  by  1971."9 
In  January  1971  Baghdad  Radio  insisted  that  the  Conservative  govern¬ 
ment  had  reversed  the  Labour's  decision  to  withdraw  from  the  Gulf, 
causing  an  Iraqi  Foreign  Ministry  spokesman,  on  March  3,  to  demand  a 
"complete  liquidation  of  the  imperialist  presence"  in  the  area.10  Con¬ 
currently,  Iraq  discounted  claims  that  a  power  vacuum  would  be  created 
as  a  result  of  the  British  withdrawal.  Baghdad  Radio  described  the 
vacuum  theory  as  "an  absurd  imperialist  claim,"  since  the  Gulf  region 
was  not  "a  land  without  people  and  the  Arab  people  are  more  capable 
than  any  foreign  power  of  managing  their  own  affairs."11 

In  January  1969  the  shah  insisted  that  "if  the  British  are  now  leaving 
by  the  front  door,  they  should  not  come  back  again  by  the  back  door." 
According  to  Foreign  Minister  Ardeshir  Zahedi,  Tehran's  views  were 
shared  by  Saudi  Arabia  and  Kuwait.12  No  agreement  prevailed  with 
respect  to  the  vacuum  theory,  however.  Kuwait  simply  dismissed  the 
idea, 13  but  Tehran  intimated  that  if  a  vacuum  were  to  arise  as  a  result  of 
the  British  withdrawal,  Iran  was  "able,  preferably  with  the  cooperation 
of  other  riparian  states,  to  do  the  job."14  Iraq,  in  contrast,  implicitly 
excluded  Iran  from  regional  security  considerations  by  insisting  on  the 
Arabs'  ability  to  solve  their  own  problems. 

This  discrepancy  in  their  respective  positions  was  but  one  of  the 
manifestations  of  the  deep-seated  hostility  which  marked  Baghdad- 
Tehran  relations  in  the  1960s  and  early  1970s.  While  Iran,  most  of  the 
Arab  states,  as  well  as  the  USSR  appeared  primarily  concerned  with  the 
elimination  of  the  British  (and  U.S.)  presence  from  the  Persian  Gulf,  Iraq 
also  focused  its  attention  on  the  regional  ambitions  of  the  shah.  Part  and 
parcel  of  the  long-standing  regional  rivalry  between  the  two  states, 
Baghdad's  anti-Iranian  policy  served  a  twofold  purpose:  to  isolate  Teh¬ 
ran  in  inter-Gulf  relations  and  to  project  Iraq  into  the  forefront  of 
regional  politics. 

An  early  indication  of  this  policy  was  provided  in  August  1968,  when 
the  victorious  Ba'th  announced  its  determination  to  "defend  the  Arab 
character  of  the  Gulf  area."15  (Iran's  regional  territorial  ambitions  ex¬ 
tended  to  the  islands  of  Bahrain,  Abu  Musa,  and  the  two  Tunbs.)  Varia¬ 
tions  on  this  theme  appeared  frequently  and  regularly  in  the  late  1960s 
and  early  1970s.16 

Mohammed  Reza  Shah  responded  to  Baghdad's  campaign  by  reiterat¬ 
ing  Tehran's  claim  to  Bahrain  and  by  insisting  that  "the  future  of  the 
Persian  Gulf  is  a  matter  which  concerns  only  the  littoral  countries."17 
In  July  1970  Foreign  Minister  Zahedi  went  one  step  further  claiming 
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that  "all  the  states  of  the  Gulf  maintain  the  view  that  Gulf  affairs  must 
be  handled  by  the  countries  of  the  region  without  outside  interfer¬ 
ence."18  One  week  later,  President  Bakr  rejected  "any  foreign  claim  to 
any  part  of  the  Gulf  area"  and  proposed  the  establishment  of  an  "Arab 
defence  organisation  comprising  the  Arab  states  outside  the  Gulf  and 
the  independent  emirates"  to  guarantee  the  region's  security.19 

In  pushing  for  the  creation  of  a  broad-based  Arab  military  alliance  to 
confront  the  shah's  political  and  territorial  ambitions  in  the  Gulf,  Bakr 
not  only  challenged  Iran's  claim  to  regional  leadership  but  also  reiter¬ 
ated  Iraq's  determination  to  champion  the  Arab  cause  in  the  Gulf.  It 
should  therefore  have  come  as  no  surprise  that  swift  rejections  of  Bakr's 
idea  were  registered  not  only  in  Tehran  but  also  in  Kuwait.20  (The  latter, 
for  reasons  to  be  discussed,  was  reluctant  to  isolate  Iran  and,  in  so  doing, 
to  help  increase  the  political  and  military  influence  of  Iraq.) 

Undaunted,  Baghdad  continued  to  call  on  the  Arabs  to  resist  "British 
attempts  at  entrenchment"  in  the  Gulf  and  "to  close  the  door  to  U.S.- 
Iranian  infiltration."21  In  December  1970  Baghdad  Radio  accused  the 
shah  of  being  "a  British  and  US  agent"  and  said  that  Western  arms  being 
supplied  to  Tehran  would  be  used  "not  only  against  the  Iran  people  but 
also  against  the  Arabism  of  the  Gulf."22  The  two  antagonists  clashed 
again  in  March  1 97 1 .  In  commenting  on  the  British  offer  of  a  friendship 
treaty  to  the  Arab  emirates,  Tehran  argued  that  "The  maintenance  of 
peace  and  security  in  the  Gulf  .  .  .  [is]  solely  the  concern  of  the  states 
bordering  it  and  others  . . .  [have]  no  right  to  interfere  in  the  affairs  of  the 
region."23  Baghdad  countered  that  "the  Arabian  Gulf  and  Arab  emirates 
are  Arab  territory,  and  guaranteeing  the  sovereignty  of  that  territory  is 
an  Arab  responsibility."24  The  line  separating  Iran  and  Iraq  was  thus 
drawn  early  and  clearly. 

Moscow's  reaction  to  the  Western  proposals  for  a  regional  alliance, 
too,  was  predictably  negative.  Initially,  "Commentator"  distinguished 
between  the  U.K.  and  U.S.  initiatives,  noting  that  Rostow's  "clumsy" 
idea  had  provoked  an  "irritated  reaction  from  London."25  Yet  the  "tass 
Statement"  of  March  1968,  for  obvious  propaganda  reasons,  lumped  the 
Western  initiatives  together  and  accused  London  and  Washington  of 
determination  to  set  up  a  Gulf  "military  bloc"  under  their  joint  aegis. 
The  reasons  for  the  "frenzied  imperialist  activity,"  the  Soviet  news 
agency  tass  explained,  were  twofold.  First,  Great  Britain  and  the  United 
States  were  doing  their  utmost  "to  maintain  and  strengthen  the  posi¬ 
tions  of  the  capitalist  oil  monopolies  which  for  many  years  have  ex¬ 
tracted  billions  of  dollars  in  profits  through  brazen  plundering  of  the 
natural  resources  in  the  Persian  Gulf  zone."  Second,  and  consequently, 
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the  "imperialists"  were  hard  at  work  "to  prevent  the  successful  develop¬ 
ment  of  a  true  national-liberation  movement  and  to  retard  the  process 
of  the  strengthening  of  national  independence  ...  of  the  states  of  the  . . . 
Middle  East."  A  Western-controlled  Gulf  defense  pact  was  designed  to 
facilitate  the  attainment  of  these  twin  objectives.26 

tass  went  on  to  note  that  Turkey,  Iran,  Iraq,  Kuwait,  and  Pakistan  had 
rejected  the  British  and  U.S.  proposals  and  found  their  attitude  both 
understandable  and  praiseworthy.  After  all,  "states  located  many  thou¬ 
sands  of  kilometers  from  the  Persian  Gulf"  had  no  right  "to  claim  a  role 
of  'guardians'  or  'spokesmen'  for  the  interests  of  the  states  and  peoples 
of  this  region."  For  its  part,  the  Kremlin  argued  that  the  "imperialist 
plans  . . .  [were]  also  directed  against  the  security  of  the  USSR's  southern 
frontiers.  .  . For  this  reason,  Moscow  was  "resolutely  opposed  to  new 
attempts  by  .  .  .  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain  to  interfere  in  the 
affairs  of  countries  in  the  Persian  Gulf  region  and  to  impose  their  will 
on  them."  tass  concluded  by  stating  that  "The  peoples  of  these  coun¬ 
tries — and  they  alone — have  the  right  to  determine  their  destiny."27 
This  Soviet  stance  was  clearly  designed  to  bring  the  USSR  into  tune 
with  the  views  held  by  most  of  the  Persian  Gulf  states,  including  Iraq 
and  Iran. 

In  a  parallel  action,  the  Kremlin  also  endeavored  to  ease  the  apprehen¬ 
sion  of  the  Gulf's  conservative  regimes  that  the  withdrawal  of  British 
forces  would  create  a  regional  "power  vacuum"  which  the  USSR  might 
try  to  fill.28  Attributing  such  "fabrications"  to  the  Western  powers' 
reluctance  to  lose  their  political  and  economic  "monopoly"  in  the 
Persian  Gulf,  Soviet  media  argued  that  this  line  of  reasoning  implicitly 
denied  the  peoples'  ability  "to  exist  independently"  and  to  determine 
their  own  fate.  "Why,  if  the  colonizer  goes  away,  must  .  .  .  (another 
outsider]  replace  him?,"  Pravda  asked.  "Why  should  a  country,  region, 
continent,  having  liberated  itself  from  colonial  slavery,  become  a  vac¬ 
uum?  Have  not  all  these  vacuums  been  invented  by  those  who  .  .  .  want 
to  legalize  colonialism  in  a  new  form  .  .  .  ?"29 

Another  early  theme,  on  which  a  wide  range  of  variations  appeared  in 
the  ensuing  years,  was  reflected  in  the  title  of  an  article  by  Evgenii 
Primakov — "They  Leave  in  Order  to  Remain" — which  appeared  in 
Pravda  on  January  20,  1968.  It  noted  the  Labour's  decision  to  withdraw 
British  forces  from  the  Persian  Gulf  and  went  on  to  say  that,  even  if 
Britain  kept  its  word,  it  would  spare  no  effort  to  protect  Western  inter¬ 
ests  by  means  of  close  collaboration  with  the  region's  "conservative" 
regimes.  Thus,  Great  Britain  was  in  the  process  of  constructing  a  "large 
military  base"  in  Sharjah  and  of  expanding  its  facilities  in  Oman.  More- 
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over,  six  thousand  British  soldiers  and  officers,  as  well  as  some  raf 
fighter  squadrons,  remained  on  station  in  Bahrain.30 

In  a  similar  vein,  the  1970  electoral  victory  of  the  Conservative  party 
was  interpreted  as  signifying  a  "revision"  of  the  Labour's  1968  decision 
to  withdraw  from  areas  "East  of  Suez."  The  "intention  of  maintain¬ 
ing  .  .  .  (British]  military  presence  in  the  Persian  Gulf"  was  described  as 
"an  act  of  political  blindness"  in  that  it  "absolutely  .  . .  [disregarded]  the 
striving  of  the  peoples  for  freedom  and  independence."31  Even  in  mid- 
1971,  when  events  had  clearly  overtaken  some  of  the  Soviet  pronounce¬ 
ments  on  the  subject,  Moscow  continued  to  insist  that  the  withdrawal 
of  British  forces  from  the  Persian  Gulf  meant  but  a  "minor  transfer"  of 
military  personnel.  For  example,  after  Bahrain  proclaimed  its  independ¬ 
ence  in  August  1971,  forcing  evacuation  of  raf  and  army  units,  Pravda 
noted  that  they  had  merely  been  moved  to  Ras  al-Khaimah  and  were 
"transformed"  into  the  sheikh's  armed  forces.  In  addition,  four  hundred 
British  officers  and  ncos  remained  in  Abu  Dhabi  as  the  "nucleus"  of  its 
"defense  force."32 

Finally,  when  it  became  obvious  that  the  Conservative  government 
would  abandon  all  of  the  military  bases  in  the  Gulf  itself,  Moscow 
claimed  that  the  overall  Western  position  in  the  region  would  not  be 
weakened  appreciably  because  Great  Britain  remained  "the  real  mas¬ 
ter"  of  Oman.  The  evacuation  from  Bahrain  and  Sharjah  was  offset  by 
control  of  the  Masirah  Island  and  of  such  facilities  as  "the  main  opera¬ 
tional  base"  at  Salalah  (Dhofar  province),  the  naval  base  at  Mukalah, 
and  the  air  base  at  Ras  al-Had,  situated  on  the  eastern  coast  of  Oman.33 

Although  in  the  period  between  1968  and  1971  Soviet  attention  in  the 
Persian  Gulf  was  focused  on  Great  Britain,  the  policies  of  the  United 
States  were  also  scrutinized.  According  to  "Commentator,"  the  1968 
idea  of  a  "joint  security  system"  in  the  Gulf  had  been  advanced  "not 
only  by  Britain  but  also  by  the  United  States,  which  has  an  even  greater 
interest  in  reinforcing  its  economic,  political  and  military  priorities  in 
the  Arab  East."  Following  the  Gulf  states'  refusal  to  heed  "imperialist" 
advice,  the  two  Western  powers  intensified  their  efforts  to  strengthen 
relations  with  the  region's  "conservative"  forces,  above  all  "the  ruling 
group  in  Saudi  Arabia  and  the  feudal  elements  and  Sheikhs  of  Arab 
tribes."  In  a  complementary  endeavor,  Washington  was  said  to  be  "pre¬ 
paring  to  increase  the  U.S.  presence  in  the  Persian  Gulf  area  and  to  fill 
the  vacuum  which  will  allegedly  result  from  the  departure  of  the  British 
forces."34 

The  joining  of  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain  in  their  presumed 
determination  to  undermine  the  resurgent  Arab  nationalist  movement 
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may  have  made  good  sense  in  the  context  of  Moscow's  propaganda 
campaign  aimed  at  "exposing  imperialist  machinations"  in  the  Arab 
world.  Nevertheless,  such  a  formulation  also  presented  Soviet  analysts 
with  a  touchy  theoretical  problem,  for  Marxism-Leninism  rests  on  the 
assumption  of  the  irreconcilability  of  "inter-capitalist"  conflicts.  What 
better  place  for  the  U.S.  and  British  economic  (and  hence  political) 
interests  to  clash  than  in  the  petroleum-rich  Persian  Gulf?  As  one 
Soviet  specialist  put  it:  "It  would  seem  that  the  logic  of  the  inter¬ 
imperialist  struggle  should  prompt  the  U.S.  ruling  element  to  abolish 
the  economic  and  political  positions  of  the  British  so  as  to  dictate  the 
destinies  of  the  Persian  Gulf  area  (by]  itself."  This  had  not  been  the  case, 
however,  the  argument  ran,  because  of  Washington's  awareness  "that 
the  development  of  Anglo-American  rivalry  into  an  open  struggle  could 
in  present-day  conditions  result  only  in  weakening  the  position  of  the 
West  in  general.  Hence  the  tendency  towards  a  back-stage  resolving  of 
contradictions."35 

In  any  event,  the  United  States  had  encouraged  Great  Britain  to 
reverse  its  decision  to  withdraw  from  areas  "East  of  Suez."  At  the  same 
time,  Washington  endeavored  to  improve  its  own  positions  by  means  of 
maintaining  U.S.  naval  presence  in  the  Gulf  and  by  "utilising  the  ser¬ 
vices  of  the  Jufeir  base"  in  Bahrain.  What  the  United  States  had  really 
been  after,  Drambiants  concluded,  was  to  establish  regional  "military 
superiority"  which  would  "serve  as  a  basis  for  introducing  U.S.  neo¬ 
colonialism  both  in  the  Gulf  and  the  Arabian  Peninsula,  and  in  the 
Middle  East  as  a  whole."36 


The  Federation 

Iraq  was  one  of  the  first  Gulf  states  to  endorse  the  concept  of  a  federa¬ 
tion  embracing  the  region's  smaller  principalities.  Even  before  the  July 
1968  revolution,  al-]umhuriyyah  expressed  Baghdad's  "appreciation  of 
the  necessity  for  unifying  the  Persian  Gulf  amirates"  to  prevent  what 
was  described  as  "imperialist  efforts  to  swallow"  the  area  under  the 
pretext  of  "filling  a  vacuum."  The  government  newspaper  promised  that 
Iraq  would  render  "any  assistance"  to  the  Persian  Gulf  emirates  and 
would  recognize  their  union  "in  order  to  assist  it  in  playing  its  role  in 
the  cause  of  strengthening  the  national  struggle  in  this  region."37  In 
addition  to  Iraq,  the  idea  of  a  federation  was  also  endorsed  by  Bahrain, 
Kuwait,  Saudi  Arabia,  and  the  UAR.38  As  it  soon  turned  out,  however, 
outward  enthusiasm  on  the  Arab  side  of  the  Gulf  was  not  shared  by  Iran. 
"In  principle,"  the  shah  did  not  object  to  the  proposed  federation  but,  in 
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April  1968,  Tehran  expressed  concern  about  the  emergence  of  what  was 
described  as  an  "anti-Iranian  grouping  in  the  Gulf."  This  was  not  accept¬ 
able  to  the  shah,  who  insisted  that  responsibility  for  the  maintenance  of 
peace  and  stability  in  the  Persian  Gulf  rested  exclusively  with  the 
littoral  states  and  could  be  achieved  only  by  cooperation  among  them.39 

In  short,  the  issue  of  the  Gulf  federation  became  another  focal  point 
in  the  gradually  intensifying  dispute  between  the  Ba'thist  Iraq  and 
imperial  Iran.  As  already  noted,  Baghdad  not  only  challenged  Tehran's 
claim  to  regional  leadership  but  also  attempted  to  rally  the  other  Arab 
states  under  the  banner  of  "protecting  the  Gulf's  Arabism."  Hence,  Iraq 
expressed  itself  unequivocally  in  favor  of  a  "federated  Gulf,"  noting 
merely  that  the  form  and  the  substance  of  the  union  were  to  be  settled 
by  "the  parties  concerned."40 

Simultaneously,  Baghdad  continued  its  efforts  to  gain  a  position  of 
leadership  among  the  Arab  Gulf  states.  The  task  of  persuading  them  to 
follow  the  Iraqi  line  was  initially  entrusted  to  Defense  Minister  Hardan 
al-Takriti.  In  November  1968,  he  traveled  to  Kuwait  and,  in  April  1969, 
to  Bahrain,  Qatar,  Abu  Dhabi,  and  Dubai.  According  to  al-Thawrah,  the 
trip  represented  "a  significant  step"  toward  strengthening  relations 
with  the  Gulf  emirates.41  In  September  1969,  Foreign  Minister  Abd  al- 
Kerim  al-Shaykhli  visited  Kuwait,  Qatar,  and  Bahrain,  and,  in  May 
1970,  Hardan  and  Shaykhli  returned  to  Kuwait.  In  the  meantime,  in 
May  1969,  Saudi  Defense  Minister  Price  Sultan  bin  Abd  al-Aziz  traveled 
to  Iraq.42  "Arabism  of  the  Gulf"  was  one  of  the  issues  discussed  during 
all  of  these  visits. 

As  it  turned  out,  Baghdad's  anti-Iranian  campaign  proved  unsuccess¬ 
ful.  Although  most  of  the  region's  conservative  rulers  rejected  the 
shah's  claim  to  the  Gulf  islands,  they  were  instinctively  uneasy  about 
Iraq's  revolutionary  regime,  its  socialist  slogans,  and,  above  all,  its 
regional  ambitions.  Leading  among  them  was  the  Saudi  monarchy,  and 
its  attitude  manifested  itself,  in  part,  in  Riyadh's  conciliatory  attitude 
toward  Iran.  As  early  as  October  1968,  the  two  countries  signed  an 
agreement  for  the  demarcation  of  the  continental  shelf  boundary  line, 
followed  by  the  shah's  official  visit  to  Saudi  Arabia.43 

The  extent  of  Iraq's  frustration  with  its  inability  to  isolate  Iran  made 
itself  evident  in  April  1970,  when  Baghdad  elevated  "the  question  of  the 
Gulf's  future"  to  a  level  "parallel  with  the  struggle  against  Israel,  and  of 
even  greater  importance  on  its  list  of  political  priorities."  A  statement, 
issued  by  the  Pan-Arab  Command  of  the  Iraqi  Ba'th  party,  warned  of 
"suspicious  movements"  in  the  Gulf  and  said  that  they  were  a  part  of 
"imperialist  reactionary  schemes."  Specifically,  the  statement  "accused 
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'Arab  reaction'  of  collaborating  with  Iran,  Britain  and  the  U.S.  in  an 
effort  to  keep  the  region  'under  the  domination  of  imperialism  and  the 
international  monopolies.'  "44  Under  the  circumstances,  it  should  have 
come  as  no  surprise  that  Bakr's  July  1970  proposal  for  the  establishment 
of  an  "Arab  defense  organization"  to  replace  the  British  forces  in  the 
Gulf  was  rejected  not  only  by  Iran  but  also  by  Kuwait.45 

Strained  relations  with  its  Gulf  neighbors  were  also  reflected  in  Iraq's 
treatment  of  the  proposed  federation.  In  May  1970,  Vice-President  Salih 
Mahdi  Ammash  argued  that  the  union's  primary  responsibility  was  "to 
check  Iranian  designs  in  the  area."  In  a  marked  contrast  to  Baghdad's 
earlier  enthusiasm,  however,  Ammash  noted  merely  that  Iraq  "did  not 
object"  to  the  federation — it  was  still  hopeful  that  independence  and 
membership  in  the  Arab  League  and  the  United  Nations  would  provide 
"a  certain  amount  of  protection  ...  for  the  Arabism  of  the  Gulf."46 

Matters  came  to  a  head  in  late  1971,  when  Iranian  forces  occupied  the 
islands  of  the  Abu  Musa  and  the  Greater  and  Lesser  Tunb  over  the 
objections  of  most  Arab  states.  Iraq,  whose  attitude  toward  the  federa¬ 
tion  had  grown  even  more  ambivalent,  actually  refused  to  recognize  the 
United  Arab  Emirates  unless  the  new  state  complied  with  three  pub¬ 
licly  stated  conditions.  According  to  al-Thawrah,  the  uae  should  re¬ 
pudiate  Sharjah's  agreement  with  Iran  sanctioning  the  takeover  of  Abu 
Musa,  should  issue  a  statement  annulling  that  agreement,  and  should 
refrain  from  establishing  diplomatic  relations  with  Tehran  until  the 
islands  were  returned  to  their  Arab  owners.47  None  of  these  conditions 
were  met,  attesting  to  the  loss  of  the  battle  for  influence  in  the  Gulf 
which  Iraq  had  waged  incessantly  since  1968. 

The  initial  Soviet  reaction  to  the  idea  of  a  union  of  the  smaller  Gulf 
principalities  was  markedly  reserved.  First,  in  contrast  to  Baghdad, 
Moscow  claimed  that  the  initiative  for  the  establishment  of  a  federa¬ 
tion  had  emanated  not  from  the  local  rulers  but  from  Great  Britain.  The 
latter  had  suffered  major  setbacks  in  the  collapse  of  the  South  Arabian 
Federation  and  in  the  emergence  of  the  "progressive"  People's  Republic 
of  South  Yemen.  It  was  also  confronted  with  the  "heroic  struggle  of  the 
Yemeni  and  Omani  patriots."  Under  these  circumstances,  "it  would  be 
naive  to  suppose  that  London  would  not  take  countermeasures."  The 
attempted  creation  of  a  pro-British  federation  of  Arab  sheikhdoms  was  a 
step  designed  to  retain  Western  control  over  the  "economically  and 
strategically  important  [Gulf]  area."48 

In  addition,  Moscow  was  well  aware  that  political  survival  of  the 
various  Gulf  rulers  had,  in  the  past,  depended  on  cooperation  with 
Great  Britain.  Whether  "objective  considerations"  (such  as  a  desire  to 
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control  their  respective  oil  resources)  would  eventually  prompt  the 
sheikhs  to  initiate  policies  inimical  to  the  interests  of  the  Western 
powers  remained  to  be  seen.  In  early  1968,  however,  the  Soviets  saw 
little  cause  for  optimism.  Not  only  were  the  rulers  described  as  Britain's 
"willing  accomplices,"  but  London  and  Washington,  despite  their 
"other  contradictions,"  were  also  said  to  be  working  together  to  place 
the  future  federation  under  the  protectorate  of  Saudi  Arabia,  one  of  the 
'imperialists' "  most  trustworthy  Arab  allies.  In  short,  what  the  Western 
powers  were  aiming  to  achieve  in  the  Gulf  was  not  an  "independent 
federation  of  emirates,"  but  "united  British  protectorates"  designed  to 
ensure  the  survival  of  the  "old  colonial  order."49 

In  the  ensuing  months  it  became  evident  that  no  unanimity  prevailed 
among  the  local  rulers  attempting  to  form  a  union  of  the  Gulf  emirates. 
This  turn  of  events  required  of  the  Soviet  analysts  to  refine  the  earlier 
proposition  that  Great  Britain  and  the  United  States  were  cooperating 
closely  in  sponsoring  the  projected  federation.  In  the  summer  of  1968 
the  two  Western  powers  were  therefore  said  to  be  in  agreement  on  one 
issue  only — the  new  political  entity  in  the  Gulf  had  to  serve  as  a 
"bridgehead  for  the  suppression  of  the  national-liberation  struggle  in 
the  Arabian  peninsula."  Otherwise,  "acute  contradictions  between  the 
British  and  American  oil  monopolies"  made  progress  difficult,  explain¬ 
ing  the  rulers'  inability  to  reach  an  accord.50  As  for  the  local  actors, 
Pravda  noted,  the  "sheikhs  and  emirs"  were  preoccupied  mainly  with 
such  problems  as  the  "structure  and  the  budget  of  the  federation."  The 
"peoples  of  the  region,"  in  contrast,  had  other  concerns:  "will  the  union 
become  a  new  independent  Arab  state  contributing  its  share  to  the 
general  struggle  of  the  Arab  peoples  against  imperialism  ...  or  will  it 
become  a  willing  instrument  in  the  hands  of  the  neocolonialists?" 
Events  to  date,  Pravda  concluded,  provided  no  answer  to  this  "all- 
important"  question.51 

While  Pravda’ s  comments  may  be  assumed  to  have  reflected  the  view 
widely  shared  in  the  Kremlin  circles,  it  is  noteworthy  that  it  was  not 
uniformly  accepted  by  all  Soviet  analysts.  A  more  sophisticated  anal¬ 
ysis  of  events  of  late  1967  and  early  1968  appeared  in  the  July  1968  issue 
of  Aziia  i  Afrika  segodnia.  Its  author,  V.  Bodianskii,  echoed  the  accepted 
line,  noting  that  the  events  in  Aden  had  prompted  London  to  transfer  its 
attention  to  the  Persian  Gulf  and  that  the  decision  to  withdraw  from 
areas  "East  of  Suez"  had  resulted  in  British  and  U.S.  efforts  to  establish  a 
regional  collective  security  system.  As  it  turned  out,  however,  these 
plans  had  to  be  abandoned  after  "storms  of  protest"  had  swept  the  entire 
Arab  East,  including  the  emirates.  It  was  then  that  the  local  rulers 
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themselves  set  out  to  form  a  federation.  This  formulation  enabled 
Bodianskii  to  arrive  at  a  conclusion  which  differed  significantly  from 
those  reached  by  other  Soviet  commentators:  the  "very  fact  that  the 
initiative  had  passed  from  the  British  and  U.S.  ruling  circles  to  the  local 
rulers  is  fraught  with  a  serious  danger  for  the  West."  In  the  long  run, 
such  local  initiatives  were  likely  to  threaten  the  "interests  of  the  (West¬ 
ern]  oil  monopolies."  Bodianskii  noted  also  that  although  the  "imperial¬ 
ist  powers,"  in  cooperation  with  some  local  rulers,  would  strive  to 
maintain  control  over  the  Gulf  after  the  withdrawal  of  the  British 
forces,  the  "broad  toiling  masses"  of  the  region  were  likely  to  oppose 
such  efforts.52 

Some  of  Bodianskn's  predictions  seemed  to  have  been  borne  out  by 
events  sooner  than  expected.  The  Soviet  press  reported  with  glee  the 
formation,  in  September  1968,  of  the  Liberation  Front  of  the  Persian 
Gulf  Region  (formerly  the  Dhofar  Liberation  Front),  an  organization 
which  recognized  "the  ideology  of  scientific  Socialism  as  the  only  in¬ 
strument  capable  of . . .  achieving  genuine  independence  in  the  . . .  Gulf 
principalities."  The  Front  was  said  to  be  devoted  to  "umt(ing)  in  its 
ranks  all  the  revolutionary  forces  fighting  against  imperialism,  feudal¬ 
ism  and  reaction"  in  the  Gulf  area.  One  of  its  stated  purposes  was  "to 
overthrow  the  existing  regimes  before  the  withdrawal  of  British  troops 
from  the  Persian  Gulf  region  in  1971  and  to  establish  its  power  from  the 
frontier  of  South  Yemen  to  the  Trucial  Oman  principalities,  and  later  to 
Qatar  and  Bahrein,  excluding  only  Kuwait."53 

Another  important  assessment  of  the  situation  appeared  in  the  fall  of 
1970,  when  Drambiants  offered  what  might  be  described  as  a  guarded 
endorsement  of  the  federation  idea.  He  freely  admitted  that  "with  the 
protectorate  treaties  [with  Great  Britain]  still  in  force  and  the  Gulf 
states  in  a  position  of  dependence  [on  the  Western  powers],  the  pro¬ 
claimed  Federation  bears  the  imprint  of  a  Holy  Alliance  designed 
to  unite  the  sheikhs  and  the  sultans  and  to  stabilise  the  existing  re¬ 
gimes."54  Nevertheless,  the  February  1968  initiative  had  been  wel¬ 
comed  by  "many  Arab  countries" — the  first  such  admission  to  appear 
in  the  Soviet  press.  Their  attitude  was  purportedly  conditioned  by  the 
"desire  to  stimulate  the  growth  of  national  consciousness  among  the 
population  of  the  emirates,  to  enliven  their  political  and  economic  life, 
and  to  strengthen  Arab  unity."  Moreover,  Drambiants  asserted  that  "the 
political  and  economic  drawing  together  of  small  Arab  states  which,  by 
the  will  of  the  colonialists  have  been  disunited  and  isolated  from  the 
outside  world,  is  a  positive  development."  The  creation  of  a  federal 
union  of  the  Gulf  principalities,  he  explained,  "would  promote  social, 
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economic  and  cultural  progress  in  an  area  which  suffered  colonial  op¬ 
pression  for  more  than  150  years  and  whose  population  lives  in  condi¬ 
tions  of  extreme  poverty  and  backwardness."  If  the  federation  also  chose 
to  establish  close  "cooperation  with  independent  states,"  it  would  per 
force  be  drawn  into  the  Arab  "liberation  movement."55 

In  his  discussion  of  the  "deep  and  protracted  crisis"  which  marked  the 
efforts  to  form  the  federation,  Drambiants  struck  another  innovative 
note — he  conceded  that  the  explanation  offered  by  many  Western  com¬ 
mentators  had  in  fact  some  validity,  as  in  the  assertion  that  the  lack  of 
progress  was  due  to  deep-rooted  "antagonism  among  some  rulers  of  the 
Gulf  states."  Citing  the  territorial  disputes  between  Bahrain  and  Qatar, 
Qatar  and  Abu  Dhabi,  Abu  Dhabi  and  Dubai  as  examples  of  this  conten¬ 
tion,  he  agreed  that  "the  sediments  of  tribal  hostility,  religious  divergen¬ 
cies,  personal  squabbles  and  conflicts,  which  were  kept  up  and  fo¬ 
mented  by  the  colonialists,  have  indeed  produced  an  extremely  tangled 
skein  of  contradictions  which  laid  their  imprint  on  relations  between 
the  states."  Still,  "the  real  reasons"  for  the  difficulties  encountered  by 
the  federation  were  to  be  found  "in  the  unceasing  crude  pressure  exerted 
on  the  . . .  [rulers]  by  the  imperialist  forces."56 

Specifically,  "class  interests"  drove  the  Gulf  rulers  "into  the  camp  of 
the  colonialists."  At  the  same  time,  as  evidenced  by  the  oil  embargo 
imposed  on  the  Western  powers  during  the  June  1967  war  and  by  the 
financial  assistance  extended  to  the  Arab  "front-line"  states  in  the  wake 
of  that  conflict,  "they  are  even  more  afraid  to  become  puppets  of  the 
imperialists.  In  this  sense,"  Drambiants  argued,  "it  is  possible  to  speak 
not  so  much  about  the  crisis  of  the  Federation  as  about  the  crisis  of  the 
policy  designed  to  keep  its  member  states  in  colonial  bondage."  The 
only  way  to  resolve  this  problem  was  for  the  members  of  the  federation 
to  "discard  British  guardianship."  It  was  not  an  easily  attainable  goal, 
since  London  and  Washington  were  determined  to  maintain  control 
over  the  Gulf  region.  In  the  long  run,  however,  the  "imperialists"  were 
doomed  to  failure  because  it  was  impossible  to  "restrain  the  onslaught 
of  the  liberation  movement,  whose  victory  will  signify  the  end  of  the 
era  of  colonialism  in  the  Persian  Gulf  area."57 

Similar  conclusions  applied  to  the  July  1971  decision  of  six  prin¬ 
cipalities  to  form  a  "mini-federation."  The  abandonment  of  the  effort  to 
create  a  larger  union — described  as  a  major  setback  to  British  policy — 
was  explained  in  terms  of  "stubborn  resistance  on  the  part  of  some 
sheikhdoms"  to  London's  attempts  "to  turn  the  federation  into  a  pliant 
tool  of  its  policy."  For  this  reason,  the  refusal  by  Bahrain,  Qatar,  and  Ras 
al-Khaimah  to  join  the  new  entity  met  with  open  Soviet  approval.  The 
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establishment  of  a  truncated  union,  in  contrast,  signified  a  "tacit  ac¬ 
ceptance  of  British  colonial  domination  by  the  [six]  sheikhs  . . .  [and]  the 
preservation  of  the  old  British  protectorate  under  a  new  label."  In  short, 
London  and  Washington,  having  "taken  advantage  of  the  natural  striv¬ 
ing  of  the  people  in  the  Arab  sheikhdoms  for  unity,"  were  said  to  have 
scored  a  partial  victory.  More  significantly,  however,  "the  retreat  from 
the  'big'  to  the  'mini'  federation  reflects  the  deep-going  crisis  of  British 
colonialist  policy  and  the  futility  of  London's  efforts  to  retain  the  Per¬ 
sian  Gulf  sheikhdoms  under  Britain's  rule."58 

In  discussing  the  proclamation  of  independence  by  Bahrain,  Qatar, 
and  the  uae,  Soviet  publications  again  focused  their  attention  on  the 
policies  of  the  Western  powers.  While  conceding  that  London's  "un¬ 
limited  rule  on  the  southern  shores  of  the  Persian  Gulf"  had  indeed 
come  to  an  end,  Moscow  restated  earlier  concerns  that  British  military 
presence  was  being  maintained  not  only  in  the  neighboring  Oman  but 
also  in  Sharjah.59  Similarly,  the  United  States  was  described  as  "getting 
ready  to  use  the  former  complex  of  British  military  bases  in  Bahrain." 
American  military  presence  in  the  Gulf  was  established  also  to  serve 
Washington's  "imperialist  ambitions"  in  the  Indian  Ocean  basin.60  In 
any  event,  official  Soviet  sanction  was  conferred  upon  the  new  Arab 
states  by  Prime  Minister  Kosygin.  During  his  February  1 1,  1972  speech 
in  honor  of  Saddam  Hussein,  he  "applaud[ed]  the  gaming  of  independ¬ 
ence  by  the  people  of  Bahrain,  Qatar,  and  the  United  Arab  Emirates."61 


The  Islands 

Another  issue  involving  Iraq  and  Iran  in  the  late  1960s  and  early  1970s 
was  the  future  of  the  Gulf  islands  of  Bahrain,  Abu  Musa,  and  the  Tunbs. 
Mohammed  Reza  Shah  addressed  the  problem  of  Bahrain  in  January 
1969:  he  would  respect  the  wishes  of  "the  people  of  Bahrein"  if  they 
chose  "not  to  join"  Iran  and  would  "never  resort  to  the  use  of  force  to 
oblige  them  to  do  so."  The  shah  went  on  to  say,  however,  that  Tehran 
could  not  "accept  that  this  island,  which  was  separated  from  our  coun¬ 
try  by  the  British,  can  be  just  handed  over  by  them  to  other  people  at  our 
expense.  This  is  a  matter  of  principle  on  which  Iran  cannot  compro¬ 
mise."62  The  shah's  unwillingness  to  renounce  Tehran's  claim  provoked 
strong  criticism  in  Bahrain.  In  June  1969,  its  Department  of  Foreign 
Affairs  expressed  "concern  and  strong  opposition  .  .  .  [to]  Iran's  unten¬ 
able  claims."63 

Iraq's  response  to  the  renewal  of  Iran's  claim  was  predictably  swift 
and  strong.  In  line  with  the  position  taken  in  August  1968, 64  the  state- 
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ment,  issued  by  the  Ba'th  party  in  early  February  1969,  insisted  that  the 
"Arab  character  of  the  Gulf  must  be  preserved."  Later  in  the  month,  the 
crown  prince  of  Bahrain  visited  Baghdad  and  reported  that  he  had  found 
"understanding  among  Iraqi  officials  on  questions  concerning  Bahrein 
and  the  Gulf."65  In  February  1970  Assistant  Secretary-General  of  the 
Regional  (Iraqi)  Ba'th  Party  National  Command  Shibli  al-Aysami  stated 
that  Tehran's  ambitions  threatened  to  transform  the  Gulf  "into  another 
Palestine"  and  called  upon  "the  Arab  nation  to  act  quickly."  For  its  part, 
Baghdad  was  "fully  prepared  to  give  all  material,  military  and  economic 
assistance  to  the  Arab  Gulf  states  to  repulse  the  invader . . .  and  preserve 
the  Arabism  of  the  Gulf."66  Among  other  regional  states,  Saudi  Arabia 
and  Kuwait  joined  Iraq  in  rejecting  the  shah's  claim  to  the  Gulf  is¬ 
lands.67 

Nevertheless,  neither  Riyadh  nor  Kuwait  shared  the  intensity  of 
Baghdad's  anxiety  over  Tehran's  ambitions.  Their  attitude  was  influ¬ 
enced  by  the  following  considerations:  while  all  four  (Iran,  Iraq,  Kuwait, 
and  Saudi  Arabia)  agreed  on  the  necessity  of  Britain's  military  with¬ 
drawal  from  the  Gulf,  they  diverged  widely  on  other  issues  such  as  the 
questions  of  regional  security  and  of  the  islands.  This  state  of  affairs 
forced  Saudi  Arabia  and  Kuwait,  which  found  themselves  in  the  middle 
of  the  Baghdad-Tehran  dispute,  to  perform  a  balancing  act  between  their 
feuding  neighbors.  On  the  one  hand,  they  sided  with  Iraq  on  the  future 
of  the  Gulf  islands.  On  the  other,  along  with  Iran,  they  rejected  the 
notion  of  an  Arab  regional  security  pact  in  which  Baghdad  would 
emerge  as  the  dominant  power.  They  also  seem  to  have  preferred  to 
guarantee  the  area's  security  in  cooperation  with,  and  not  in  opposition 
to,  the  shah68  who  was  much  closer  to  the  Gulf's  Arab  monarchs  ideo¬ 
logically  than  the  revolutionary,  socialist  Ba'th  regime  in  Baghdad.  Iraq, 
rather  annoyed  by  the  attitude  adopted  by  Saudi  Arabia  and  Kuwait 
responded  by  initiating  an  "anti-imperialist"  as  well  as  an  "anti-reac¬ 
tionary"  campaign.69 

By  mid- 1 970  the  Bahrain  problem  was  resolved.  In  March,  Iran  and 
Great  Britain  requested  un  Secretary-General  U  Thant  to  determine 
whether  the  people  of  Bahrain  preferred  independence  to  unity  with 
Iran.  The  report,  submitted  in  early  May,  said  that  "the  overwhelming 
majority"  of  the  island's  population  wished  "to  gain  recognition  of  their 
identity  in  a  fully  independent  and  sovereign  state.  ..."  A  short  while 
later,  Mohammed  Reza  Shah  dropped  his  claim  to  Bahrain.70  As  the  Gulf 
governments  applauded  U  Thant's  handling  of  the  Bahrain  problem,71  it 
was  widely  believed  that  a  serious  obstacle  on  the  path  of  the  projected 
union  of  the  emirates  had  been  removed.  Appearances  proved  mislead- 
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ing,  however.  In  October  1970  the  shah  informed  the  Gulf  principalities 
that  Tehran's  acquiescence  to  the  federation  was  predicated  upon  their 
recognition  of  Iran's  ownership  of  Abu  Musa  and  the  Tunbs.72  In  No¬ 
vember  he  threatened  the  use  of  force  if  Tehran's  claims  to  the  islands 
were  not  accepted  by  the  Gulf  principalities.73 

Although  the  Anglo-Iranian  dispute  over  the  ownership  of  Abu  Musa 
and  the  Tunbs  had  dated  back  to  the  1920s,74  the  reasons  for  Tehran's 
interest  displayed  in  the  late  1960s  and  early  1970s  were  of  a  more 
contemporary  nature.  For  example,  it  was  assumed  that  sizable  oil 
deposits  were  located  in  the  Gulf  nine  miles  from  Abu  Musa.  Moreover, 
the  islands  were  situated  near  the  Strait  of  Hormuz  at  the  mouth  of  the 
Persian  Gulf.  Military  presence  on  Abu  Musa  and  the  Tunbs,  it  was 
argued  in  Tehran,  would  enable  Iran  to  control  the  flow  of  petroleum 
from  the  Gulf  to  the  Indian  Ocean  and  beyond.75  Finally,  and  most 
important,  the  acquisition  of  the  islands  was  intended  to  demonstrate 
the  shah's  determination  to  establish  Iran  as  the  leading  power  of  the 
Gulf.  It  was  precisely  this  ambition  that  netted  him  the  hostility  of  Iraq 
which,  for  its  part,  aspired  to  a  leadership  role  among  the  region's  Arab 
states. 

While  Egypt  and  Saudi  Arabia  chose  not  to  become  embroiled  in  this 
particular  controversy,  most  of  the  other  Arab  states  refused  to  recog¬ 
nize  Iran's  claim.  In  the  Gulf,  the  rulers  of  Sharjah  and  Ras  al-Khaimah 
proclaimed  Abu  Musa  and  the  Tunbs  a  part  of  "Arab  territory"  and,  in 
early  November,  called  upon  the  Arab  states  to  "adopt  a  unified  stand 
on  the  issue."76  A  similar  attitude  was  adopted  by  Kuwait:  in  November 
1971  it  broke  off  diplomatic  relations  with  Iran.77  The  most  vocal 
opposition  to  Tehran's  ambitions,  however,  came  once  again  from  Iraq. 

On  June  29,  1971,  Foreign  Minister  Shaykhli  rejected  Iran's  claim  on 
the  grounds  that  the  islands  "were,  are  and  always  will  be  Arab"  and 
that  the  past  "colonialist  Persian  control"  did  not  establish  Iranian 
"ownership  of  them."  He  also  called  attention  to  the  fact  that  Tehran's 
current  drive  represented  a  "grave  threat  to  peace  and  international 
navigation  in  the  whole  area."  For  these  reasons,  Shaykhli  called  on  the 
other  Arab  states  to  unite  against  Iran's  "expansionist  schemes."78  The 
Iraqi  efforts  to  isolate  Iran  and  to  prevent  the  shah  from  occupying  the 
islands  met  with  failure. 

On  November  29,  1971,  the  shah  and  the  ruler  of  Sharjah  reached  an 
agreement  permitting  the  deployment  of  Iranian  troops  on  the  island  of 
Abu  Musa.  Ras  al-Khaimah  objected,  but  its  attitude  was  of  no  conse¬ 
quence:  on  November  30,  Iranian  units  landed  on  Abu  Musa  and  the 
Tunb  islands.79  Of  the  Arab  states,  Egypt  and  Saudi  Arabia,  as  noted, 
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refrained  from  formally  condemning  Tehran  (thus  tacitly  accepting  the 
islands'  occupation),  while  most  of  the  others,  with  varying  degrees  of 
emphasis,  expressed  disapproval  of  the  Iranian  move.  One  of  the  strong¬ 
est  stands  was  taken  by  Libya  which,  on  December  7,  ordered  the 
nationalization  of  the  operations  and  assets  of  the  British  Petroleum 
Company.80  Along  with  Libya,  Iraq,  and  Algeria,  the  PDRY  denounced 
Tehran's  action  as  an  "Anglo-Iranian  plot."  Baghdad  broke  diplomatic 
relations  with  London  and  Tehran  and  called  for  an  urgent  meeting  of 
the  un  Security  Council  "to  condemn  [Anglo-Iranian  collusion]  in  the 
occupation  of  the  islands."81  In  the  ensuing  weeks,  Iraq  confined  itself 
to  periodic  appeals,  calling  on  all  Arabs  to  exert  pressure  on  their 
respective  governments  "to  bring  an  end  to  Iran's  illegal  infiltration  of 
the  Arabian  Gulf  emirates."82  The  failure  of  these  efforts  provided 
additional  evidence  for  the  conclusion  that  in  its  Gulf  policy  of  the 
early  post- 1968  period,  Iraq  had  encountered  serious  problems.  Lip 
service  to  "preservation  of  the  Gulf's  Arabism"  notwithstanding,  the 
conservative  Arab  regimes  were  reluctant  to  accept  Baghdad's  leader¬ 
ship  and,  in  so  doing,  to  endanger  their  own  security  and  their  relations 
with  Iran. 

Between  1968  and  1971  the  USSR  exhibited  a  lively  concern  with 
such  issues  as  the  withdrawal  of  the  British  forces  and  the  projected 
Gulf  federation.  The  reasons  for  Moscow's  interest  were  obvious — the 
evacuation  of  British  troops  was  bound  to  weaken  the  Western  positions 
in  the  vitally  important  Gulf  area.  Moreover,  in  a  classic  application  of 
the  zero-sum  game  theory,  the  Kremlin  seemed  to  have  assumed  that 
any  Western  loss  would  automatically  result  in  a  Soviet  gain.  Similarly, 
since  the  USSR  was  also  apprehensive  that  a  union  of  Arab  emirates 
might  somehow  provide  Great  Britain  with  an  opportunity  of  "staying 
while  leaving,"  the  Soviet  media  did  not  hesitate  to  take  a  strong  stand 
on  that  issue  as  well.  The  future  of  Bahrain  (but  not  of  Abu  Musa  and 
the  Tunbs),  too,  fell  into  this  category. 

The  island  had  been  "assigned  an  important  part  in  the  unseemly 
game  London  .  .  .  [was]  playing  in  the  Gulf":  after  the  loss  of  Aden,  "the 
hub  of  Britain's  entire  military  and  political  system  in  this  area"  was 
transferred  to  Bahrain.  Because  of  its  importance  to  Great  Britain, 
London  had  been  hard  at  work  "trying  to  turn  Bahrein  into  a  bone  of 
contention  between  Iran  and  some  Arab  states" — tension  enabled  the 
British  to  hang  on  to  their  valuable  outpost.  Fortunately,  the  Soviets 
argued  in  the  fall  of  1970,  this  state  of  affairs  was  not  likely  to  last  long. 
In  May  the  un  Security  Council  had  "welcomed  the  findings  ...  of  a 
special  mission  which  visited  .  .  .  [Bahrain  and  ascertained]  that  the 
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overwhelming  majority  of .  .  .  [its)  people  .  .  .  want  their  country  to  be 
recognised  as  a  fully  independent  and  sovereign  state."83 

Subsequent  events  were  not  entirely  to  Moscow's  satisfaction,  how¬ 
ever.  Although  the  Kremlin  applauded  the  proclamation  of  Bahrain's 
independence  in  August  1971  and  welcomed  the  termination  of  British 
military  presence  on  the  island,  the  signing  of  a  friendship  treaty  with 
Great  Britain  was  interpreted  to  mean  that  the  ruler  was  willing,  "in  a 
round-about  way,"  to  let  London  maintain  its  political  influence  in  the 
Gulf  region.84 

The  status  of  Abu  Musa  and  the  Tunbs,  in  contrast,  was  not  regarded 
by  Moscow  as  an  issue  of  political  importance  equal  to  those  of  the 
union  of  the  Lower  Gulf  emirates  or  of  Bahrain.  First,  the  problems  of 
ownership  and  control  of  the  islands  appear  to  have  been  of  no  relevance 
to  the  Kremlin.  Moreover,  the  Soviets  lacked  the  means  to  influence  the 
course  of  events  even  if  they  had  wished  to  do  so.  Last,  it  simply  made 
no  sense  to  become  embroiled  in  the  vociferous  contest  for  regional 
supremacy  between  Baghdad  and  Tehran  when  the  USSR  was  attempt¬ 
ing  to  improve  relations  with  both. 

For  these  reasons,  Moscow  reacted  in  a  characteristic  fashion:  the 
Soviet  media  gave  a  brief  factual  account  of  events  but  judiciously 
refrained  from  taking  sides.  On  December  2,  1971,  Pravda  quoted  from 
Prime  Minister  Amir  Abbas  Hoveida's  statement  of  November  30.  It 
said,  in  part,  that  the  landings  of  Iranian  forces  on  Abu  Musa  and  the 
Tunbs  were  carried  out  in  accordance  with  an  understanding  previously 
reached  with  Sharjah  and  Ras  al-Khaimah.  The  paper  then  went  on  to 
quote  Baghdad  Radio  to  the  effect  that  the  "occupation  of  the  Arab 
islands  represents  a  violation  of  the  principles  of  the  un  Charter"  and  of 
"international  treaty  obligations."  [Reference  was  made  here  to  the 
treaty  of  protectorate  between  Great  Britain  and  the  Trucial  Oman 
principalities  and  to  the  fact  that  the  Iranian  troop  landings  occurred 
one  day  before  the  treaty's  expiration.)  Pravda  concluded  by  informing 
its  readers  of  Iraq's  decision  to  break  diplomatic  relations  with  Iran  and 
Great  Britain. 

On  December  3  Pravda  reported  on  the  Arab  reaction  to  the  Iranian 
occupation  of  Abu  Musa  and  the  Tunbs.  The  general  tenor  of  the  com¬ 
ments  emanating  from  a  number  of  Arab  capitals  was  predictably  nega¬ 
tive  but  not  violent.  Most  protested  the  use  of  force  by  the  shah,  insisted 
that  Great  Britain  was  legally  bound  to  protect  the  islands,  and  de¬ 
manded  the  withdrawal  of  Iranian  troops.  Pravda  noted  also  that  Iraq 
had  requested  a  special  session  of  the  un  Security  Council  to  deal  with 
the  island  issue  and  there  the  matter  was  allowed  to  rest. 
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Relations  Between  Iraq  and  Iran,  1968-1975 

The  rivalry  between  Iraq  and  Iran  was  one  of  the  dominant  features  of 
Persian  Gulf  politics  in  the  late  1960s  and  early  1970s.  In  addition  to  the 
problems  of  the  federation  and  of  the  islands,  Baghdad  and  Tehran  also 
clashed  on  the  issues  of  oil  rights  in  the  continental  shelf,  demarcation 
of  boundaries,  and  navigation  rights  in  the  Shatt  al-Arab.  All  three 
preceded  the  1968  revolution  and  remained  dormant  during  periods  of 
cooperation  between  the  two  states,  before  the  overthrow  of  the  Iraqi 
monarchy  in  1958.  Conversely,  these  problems  emerged  as  focal  points 
of  the  ongoing  dispute  when  relations  between  Tehran  and  Baghdad 
took  a  turn  for  the  worse.  This  was  particularly  true  after  the  advent  to 
power  of  the  Iraqi  branch  of  the  Ba'th  party,  which  was  viewed  with 
suspicion  by  its  conservative  Gulf  neighbors,  including  Iran. 

Of  the  three  issues,  the  delineation  of  the  offshore  continental  shelf 
was  the  least  conspicuous  and  surfaced  only  when  some  Gulf  states 
concluded  demarcation  agreements  on  oil  rights  without  consulting 
Iraq  or  invited  international  tenders  for  offshore  exploration.85  The  two 
remaining  problems  enjoyed  more  limelight  because  it  was  around 
them  that  the  Iraqi-Iranian  dispute  usually  revolved.  Both  had  their 
origin  in  the  history  of  the  Ottoman  and  Persian  empires.  Specifically, 
the  Erzerum  Treaty  of  1847  and  the  Constantinople  Protocol  of  1913 
addressed  the  question  of  what  is  now  the  Iraqi-Iranian  frontier.  While 
some  border  areas  had  not  been  delineated  carefully,  giving  rise  to 
future  Iraqi  claims  to  territory  which  Iran  regarded  as  rightfully  its, 
relative  clarity  prevailed  with  regard  to  the  Shatt  al-Arab  estuary. 
(Formed  by  the  confluence  of  the  Tigris  and  Euphrates  rivers,  the  water¬ 
way  has  been  of  vital  importance  to  both  neighbors:  it  connects  Iraq's 
major  port  of  Basrah  and  the  Iranian  ports  of  Khorramshahr  and  Abadan 
with  the  Persian  Gulf.)  The  treaties  provided  for  free  access  to  and  use  of 
the  Shatt  by  both  the  Arabs  and  the  Persians.  However,  yet  another 
undertaking,  the  Iraqi-Iranian  treaty  of  1937,  was  in  force  at  the  time  of 
the  1968  revolution.  This  document  fixed  the  Iranian  frontier  at  the 
low-water  line  on  the  Shatt's  eastern  bank,  thus  giving  Iraq  sovereignty 
over  most  of  the  waterway.86  Since  Great  Britain  had  insisted  on  this 
formulation  at  the  time,  Tehran  had  no  choice  but  to  comply.  But  after 
the  1958  revolution  in  Iraq,  Mohammed  Reza  Shah  denounced  the  1937 
treaty  as  "unprecedented"  and  "intolerable."87 

A  brief  survey  of  Iraqi-Iranian  relations  in  the  period  between  1968 
and  1975  is  necessary  at  this  point.  The  shah  recognized  the  new  Ba'thi 
regime  four  days  after  the  revolution  of  July  17  and,  toward  the  end  of 
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the  year,  Defense  Minister  Hardan  al-Takriti  and  Foreign  Minister 
Shaykhli  visited  Tehran  and  initiated  discussions  on  the  delineation  of 
the  continental  shelf,  the  boundaries,  and  the  expansion  of  trade.  Upon 
his  return,  Hardan  stated  that  "past  differences"  between  the  two  coun¬ 
tries  had  been  resolved.88  The  honeymoon  did  not  last  long,  however.  In 
April  1969  Iraq  announced  the  decision  to  enforce  its  "territorial  rights" 
in  the  Shatt  al-Arab:  Iranian  ships  using  the  waterway  were  to  "strike 
their  colours"  and  to  "refrain  from  carrying  Iranian  Imperial  Navy  per¬ 
sonnel."  The  shah  retaliated  by  abrogating  the  1937  treaty  and  warning 
Baghdad  that  "all  necessary  steps"  would  be  taken  "to  safeguard  .  .  . 
[Iran's]  interests."  Tehran  then  dispatched  naval  vessels  into  the  Shatt  to 
guard  against  a  possible  Iraqi  attack  on  its  commercial  traffic.89  None 
occurred. 

In  spite  of  the  mediation  efforts  by  Saudi  Arabia,  Kuwait,  and  Jor¬ 
dan,90  relations  between  the  two  countries  continued  to  deteriorate.  As 
Baghdad  instituted  deportation  proceedings  against  thousands  of  Ira¬ 
nians,  Tehran  arrested  a  number  of  Iraqi  "spies  and  saboteurs."  In  June 
1969  Iraq  accused  Iran  of  massing  troops  along  the  border  and  an¬ 
nounced  the  creation  of  the  Arabistan  Popular  Front.91  (The  area  re¬ 
ferred  to  as  "Arabistan"  is  the  oil-rich  Khuzistan  province  of  Iran.  Sit¬ 
uated  on  the  eastern  side  of  the  Shatt  al-Arab,  it  has  a  large  Arab 
population.) 

Tension  reached  a  new  high  in  January  1970  when  the  Iraqi  authori¬ 
ties  uncovered  a  plot  to  overthrow  the  government.  Baghdad  Radio 
announced  on  January  21  that  the  conspirators  had  acted  "in  collusion 
with  foreign  parties,"  including  "the  reactionary  government  in  Iran." 
Iraq  then  expelled  the  Iranian  ambassador  and  closed  all  Iranian  consu¬ 
lates.  Tehran  retaliated  in  kind.92  In  spite  of  mediation  attempts  by 
Turkey  and  Kuwait,  Iranian-Iraqi  relations  remained  strained,  fed  by  the 
bitter  controversy  over  the  issues  of  Gulf  security,  the  islands,  and  the 
proposed  federation.  In  December  1970  it  was  Tehran's  turn  to  accuse 
Iraq  of  plotting  to  overthrow  the  shah.93 

Relations  reached  a  new  low  in  late  November  and  December  1971, 
following  the  Iranian  occupation  of  Abu  Musa  and  the  Tunbs  and 
Baghdad's  decision  to  break  diplomatic  relations  with  Tehran.  Forcible 
evacuation  of  Iranian  citizens  was  resumed  in  the  fall  of  1971  and 
carried  over  into  1972. 94  Border  clashes  intensified  and,  in  the  spring, 
both  countries  sent  letters  to  the  un  Security  Council  accusing  each 
other  of  provocation,  subversion,  and  aggression.95 

The  situation  quieted  down  in  mid- 1972,  primarily  because  of  Bagh¬ 
dad's  preoccupation  with  the  nationalization  of  the  Iraq  Petroleum 
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Company,  and  it  appeared  that  both  sides  were  interested  in  lowering 
the  level  of  the  conflict.  Mohammed  Reza  Shah  reportedly  asked  Presi¬ 
dent  Sadat  to  arrange  talks  in  which  the  parties  could  "thrash  out"  their 
differences,  while  President  Bakr  in  his  July  17  speech  expressed  Bagh¬ 
dad's  desire  to  "establish  neighbourly  links  with  Iran.  .  .  ,"96  Nothing 
came  of  these  initiatives,  and  in  December  1972  and  January  1973 
tension  along  the  Iraqi-Iranian  border  flared  up  again.97 

Following  the  outbreak  of  the  Arab-Israeli  war  of  October  1973,  diplo¬ 
matic  relations  between  the  two  countries  were  restored,  on  Baghdad's 
initiative.  This  turn  of  events  did  not  lead  to  the  resolution  of  the 
outstanding  issues,  however,  and  major  border  clashes  took  place  in 
February  and  March  1974.  After  a  cease-fire  agreement  was  signed  on 
March  7,  the  un  Security  Council  dispatched  a  special  representative  to 
study  the  Iraqi-Iranian  conflict.  On  his  recommendation,  Baghdad  and 
Tehran  "agreed  to  enforce  the  ceasefire,  to  withdraw  concentrations  of 
armed  forces  along  the  entire  border  .  .  .  and  to  begin  talks  ...  on  a 
comprehensive  settlement  of  all  issues."98 

In  line  with  this  understanding,  the  foreign  ministers  of  Iran  and  Iraq 
met  in  Istanbul  in  August  and  in  New  York  in  October  1974  but  were 
unable  to  reach  an  agreement.99  In  the  meantime,  border  hostilities 
were  resumed  in  August  and  continued  intermittently  into  early 
1 97 5. 100  One  of  the  potentially  most  serious  incidents  occurred  in  mid- 
December  1974,  when  two  Iraqi  air  force  planes  were  shot  down  over 
Kurdish  territory  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Iranian  border  by  U.S.-made 
Hawk  surface-to-air  missiles.  Iraq  accused  Iran  and  the  United  States  of 
intervention  in  its  internal  affairs;  Tehran  justified  its  action  by  saying 
that  the  Iraqi  planes  had  operated  over  Iranian  territory.  Following 
renewed  mediation  attempts  by  Egypt  and  Jordan,101  Foreign  Ministers 
Sa'dun  Hammadi  and  Abbas  Ali  Khalatbari  met  in  Turkey  in  January 
1975.  According  to  Hammadi,  the  talks  "had  achieved  nothing  posi¬ 
tive."102 

The  protracted  crisis  ended  abruptly  in  March  1975,  at  the  opec 
summit  conference  in  Algiers,  when  the  shah  and  Saddam  Hussein 
signed  an  agreement  resolving  the  differences  between  their  states.  Iraq 
made  major  concessions  with  respect  to  border  demarcation — it  agreed 
to  the  land  boundary  contained  in  the  1913  Constantinople  Protocol 
and  to  the  division  of  Shatt  al-Arab  "along  the  Thalweg  line  in  the 
middle  of  the  deepest  shipping  channel  in  the  .  .  .  estuary,"  both  solu¬ 
tions  favored  by  Iran.  In  return,  Tehran  promised  "to  maintain  'strict 
and  effective  control'  over  its  border  with  Iraq  and  to  put  an  end  to  'all 
subversive  infiltration.'  "103  The  Ba'th  was  the  main  beneficiary  of  this 
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provision — it  represented  the  shah's  promise  to  cut  off  all  forms  of  aid 
to  the  Kurdish  forces  of  Mulla  Mustafa;  the  agreement  spelled  an  end  to 
the  Kurdish  uprising  in  Iraq.  Baghdad  reciprocated  by  abandoning  sup¬ 
port  of  the  revolutionary  movements  in  the  Gulf  area.104  In  June  1975 
the  Algiers  accord  was  incorporated  into  a  formal  treaty,  marking  a 
dramatic  improvement  in  relations  between  the  two  ancient  rivals.105 

In  the  late  1960s  and  early  1970s  the  USSR  saw  no  advantage  in 
becoming  involved  in  the  Tehran-Baghdad  conflict.  Not  only  did  the 
Soviets  lack  the  ability  to  influence  it  in  any  significant  fashion,  but 
they  also  thought  it  unwise  to  take  sides  in  a  regional  quarrel  between 
the  very  states  the  Kremlin  was  trying  to  woo.  For  these  reasons,  and 
because  of  superpower  competition,  Moscow  preoccupied  itself  instead 
with  the  activities  of  the  “imperialist"  powers.  Seen  in  this  perspective, 
the  Iraq-Iran  feud  was,  to  the  USSR,  an  unwelcome  development — it 
consumed  an  inordinate  amount  of  the  local  actors'  energy  and  de¬ 
tracted  attention  from  the  "machinations"  of  the  Western  allies. 

In  an  effort  to  make  the  best  of  this  difficult  situation,  the  Kremlin 
developed  the  following  strategy:  it  blamed  "neocolonialism"  for  all  of 
the  region's  problems,  including  the  conflict  between  Baghdad  and 
Tehran;  called  upon  Iraq  and  Iran  to  resolve  their  disputes;  and  made  a 
major  effort  to  improve  relations  with  both  protagonists.  Even  before 
the  Ba'thist  revolution  in  Iraq,  Moscow  claimed  that  the  Western 
powers'  primary  objective  in  the  Persian  Gulf  had  been  to  create  condi¬ 
tions  which  would  render  their  military  and  political  withdrawal  im¬ 
possible.  Specifically,  the  "neocolonialists"  were  accused  of  efforts  "to 
poison  .  .  .  [the  Gulf  countries']  relations  with  each  other,  to  harm  the 
unity  of  the  Arab  states,  .  .  .  [and)  to  cause  a  conflict  between  Iran  and 
the  Arabs."106  Drambiants  leaves  no  doubt  about  Moscow's  disapproval 
of  the  "conflicts  between  the  Gulf  states" — they  "only  play  into  the 
hands  of  the  external  imperialist  forces."  He  argues  that  in  such  "an 
atmosphere  of  hostility  and  squabbles,  it  is  easier  to  preserve  the  exist¬ 
ing  colonial  order  and  the  western  oil  concessions,  and,  what  is  most 
important,  to  divert  the  attention  of  the  people  of  this  area  from  the 
most  burning  and  vital  problems  of  the  Arab  East."107 

Iraq  and  Iran,  at  whose  leaders  these  Soviet  arguments  were  primarily 
directed,  appeared  unconvinced.  Although  both  capitals  shared  the 
Kremlin's  insistence  on  the  "necessity"  of  the  British  military  pullout 
from  the  Gulf,  they  gave  no  indications  of  a  desire  to  resolve  their 
differences.  Instead,  they  proceeded  to  seek  Moscow's  support  for  their 
respective  positions.  For  its  part,  the  USSR  refused  to  take  sides  but 
showed  a  marked  interest  in  improving  bilateral  relations  with  both 
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protagonists.  In  this  undertaking,  the  Soviets  were  relatively  success¬ 
ful.  Their  developing  ties  with  Iraq  have  been  discussed  in  chapter  i ;  in 
the  case  of  Tehran,  it  should  be  kept  in  mind  that  Mohammed  Reza 
Shah  had  resolved  to  pursue  an  independent  foreign  policy  and  to  ad¬ 
vance  Iran's  interests  by  means  of  cooperation,  and  not  confrontation, 
with  both  power  blocs. 

Tehran's  position  was  not  identical  with  that  adopted  by  the  propo¬ 
nents  of  "positive  neutralism"  or  "nonalignment,"  who  refused  to  dif¬ 
ferentiate  between  the  two  major  blocs  but  concentrated  their  attention 
on  gaining  maximum  benefits  from  both  by  playing  one  side  against  the 
other.  Because  of  Iran's  geographical  proximity  to  the  USSR  and  the 
shah's  acute  awareness  of  the  history  of  Russo-Persian  relations,  he 
could  not  have  underestimated  the  "northern  neighbor's"  capacity  for 
mischief-making.  (Most  of  the  nonaligned  regimes,  in  contrast,  had  had 
no  such  experiences.)  At  the  same  time,  convinced  that,  at  the  current 
historical  stage,  the  Soviets  were  interested  not  so  much  in  geograph¬ 
ical  expansion  as  in  their  competition  with  the  United  States,  the  shah 
was  eager  to  normalize  relations  with  the  USSR  in  the  hope  that  a 
"balanced"  position  in  international  politics  would  enable  him  to  pur¬ 
sue  a  more  effective  policy  in  the  Persian  Gulf.  In  this  context,  he  was 
seeking  Moscow's  neutrality  in  the  unfolding  rivalry  between  Tehran 
and  Baghdad.  The  shah's  calculations  proved  essentially  correct.  In 
spite  of  their  close  cooperation  with  Iraq,  the  Soviets  supplied  Iran  with 
some  military  and  large-scale  economic  and  technical  assistance.108 
The  Kremlin's  attitude  reflected  its  determination  to  remain  an  impor¬ 
tant  regional  actor.  Rapprochement  with  revolutionary  Iraq  was  to  be 
tempered  with  outward  cordiality  in  Soviet-Iranian  relations.  Moscow 
adhered  to  its  policy  in  spite  of  the  shah's  refusal  in  October  1971  to 
"review  the  old  friendship  agreements  [between  the  two  countries]  in 
the  light  of  the  evacuation  of  the  Gulf  by  the  British"109  and  of  the 
ensuing  rapprochement  between  Tehran  and  Washington. 

In  any  event,  in  the  period  under  discussion,  the  USSR  became  en¬ 
gaged  in  performing  a  balancing  act  between  Iraq  and  Iran.  Closer  exam¬ 
ination  of  the  official  documents  (that  is,  of  public  speeches  and  joint 
communiques  or  statements)  generated  by  high-level  visits  of  the  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  two  Gulf  rivals  reveals  that 
Moscow's  views  were  in  closer  harmony  with  Baghdad  between  1968 
and  1971,  tilted  toward  Tehran  between  1972  and  1974,  and  swung 
sharply  toward  Iraq  in  late  1974. 

Specifically,  in  the  period  between  1968  and  1971,  documents  issued 
in  conjunction  with  high-level  Soviet-Iranian  contacts  contained  no 
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references  to  the  problems  of  the  Gulf,  although  it  is  likely  that  the 
subject  was  broached  in  the  bilateral  discussions.  This  observation 
applied  to  Prime  Minister  Kosygin's  April  1968  visit  to  Tehran,  the 
shah's  September-October  1968  sojourn  in  Moscow,  and  President 
Podgomy's  March  1970  trip  to  Iran.110  In  contrast,  joint  USSR-Iraqi 
pronouncements  of  this  period  alluded  to  their  mutual  concern  about 
the  Gulf.  Thus,  regional  problems  were  touched  upon  in  the  joint 
communique  issued  at  the  conclusion  of  Foreign  Minister  Shaykhli's 
March  1969  visit  to  Moscow — the  first  high-level  contact  between  the 
Soviet  and  Ba'thist  officials.  Both  sides  expressed  their  "resolute  sup¬ 
port  of  the  people  of  Oman  .  .  .  and  of  [unspecified]  other  territories  .  .  . 
fighting  against  imperialist  oppression."111  Because  both  countries 
were  on  record  as  supporting  the  Omani  Liberation  Front,  an  allusion  to 
that  country  was  not  surprising.  Of  more  significance  was  the  fact  that 
the  joint  communique  failed  to  mention  such  important  regional  prob¬ 
lems  as  the  Iraqi-Iranian  feud  or  the  projected  union  of  Arab  emirates. 

The  first  direct  expression  of  concern  over  the  Gulf  itself  was  con¬ 
tained  in  the  joint  communique  published  during  Saddam  Hussein's 
initial  visit  to  the  USSR  which  took  place  in  August  1970.  The  sides 
agreed  that  the  "main  task  of  the  present  stage  of  the  national-liberation 
movement  .  .  .  [in]  this  area  is  complete  liquidation  of  the  imperialist 
presence."  This  meant,  in  part,  the  end  of  "colonialist  domination  and 
influence,  the  elimination  of  all  foreign  military  bases,  and  the  with¬ 
drawal  of  foreign  forces  from  the  Persian  Gulf  region. . . ."  Attainment  of 
these  goals,  it  was  concluded,  would  "enable  the  Arab  peoples  of  the  .  .  . 
[Gulf)  to  gain  [their]  independence  and  freedom."112  The  communique 
served  as  a  clear  indication  that  on  the  question  of  the  British  military 
presence  in  the  Gulf  the  views  of  Moscow  and  Baghdad  were  comple¬ 
mentary.  It  is  important  to  reiterate,  however,  that  the  two  were  in 
disagreement  on  such  regional  issues  as  the  proposed  federation  and, 
even  more  significantly,  on  Iraq's  relations  with  Iran.  While  the  Ba'th 
consistently  accused  the  shah  of  determination,  in  collusion  with  "Brit¬ 
ish  imperialism,"  to  "crush  the  Gulf's  Arabism,"  the  Kremlin  carefully 
refrained  from  endorsing  such  claims.  Instead,  it  was  hard  at  work 
improving  relations  with  Tehran. 

This  important  divergence  between  the  Soviet  and  Iraqi  interests 
emerged  even  more  clearly  after  the  British  withdrawal  from  the  Gulf  in 
late  1971.  In  February  1972,  Saddam  Hussein  paid  his  second  official 
visit  to  the  USSR.  It  was  an  important  trip,  intended  to  finalize  the 
details  of  the  Soviet-Iraqi  Treaty  of  Friendship  and  Cooperation,  and  it 
was  marked  by  Saddam  Hussein's  unusual  public  attempt  to  secure 
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Moscow's  support  for  Iraq's  position  on  a  number  of  Gulf  issues,  includ¬ 
ing  relations  between  Baghdad  and  Tehran.  The  opportunity  to  do  so 
was  provided  by  the  ceremonial  Kremlin  dinner  and  the  speeches  cus¬ 
tomarily  delivered  on  such  occasions  by  high  officials  of  both  states. 
While  Kosygin,  in  addition  to  the  standard  "anti-imperialist"  tirades, 
congratulated  Bahrain,  Qatar,  and  the  UAE  on  achieving  their  inde¬ 
pendence,  Saddam  Hussein  seized  the  opportunity  to  blame  Iran  for 
fomenting  hostility  between  Tehran  and  Baghdad.  In  an  unusual  and 
poignant  rebuttal,  Pravda  did  not  reproduce  this  section  of  his  speech, 
saying  merely  that  Saddam  Hussein  "touched  on  the  question  of  Iraqi- 
Iranian  relations  and  presented  the  position  of  his  government."  More¬ 
over,  in  the  joint  communique  of  February  17,  the  two  sides  condemned 
"imperialist  domination,  foreign  military  bases,  .  .  .  intrigues  and 
plots,"  and  expressed  their  "full  support  for  the  struggle  of  the  Arab 
states  and  peoples  of  the  Persian  Gulf  region  for  the  right  to  decide  their 
fate  by  themselves,"113  but  said  nothing  about  relations  between  Iraq 
and  Iran. 

The  formulation  demonstrated  that  the  USSR  was  determined  pub¬ 
licly  to  ignore  Saddam  Hussein's  pleas.  Specifically,  it  may  be  safely 
assumed  that  prior  to  and  during  his  visit,  the  Iraqi  leader  had  made  a 
concerted  effort  to  win  Moscow's  support  for  Baghdad's  anti-Iranian 
position.  To  have  given  in,  however,  would  have  meant  openly  antag¬ 
onizing  the  shah,  a  step  which  the  Soviets  were  clearly  unwilling  to 
take.  When  Saddam  Hussein  proceeded  to  air  the  issue  in  public,  he  was 
rebuffed.  The  Iraqis  must  have  found  this  Soviet  attitude  offensive,  but 
since  they  were  playing  for  higher  stakes — securing  the  Kremlin's  sup¬ 
port  in  their  confrontation  with  the  ipc,  nothing  more  was  said  about  it 
at  the  time.  Another  novel  element  in  the  context  of  Soviet-Iraqi  com¬ 
muniques  was  the  reference  to  "the  right  [of  the  Arab  states  and  peoples 
of  the  Persian  Gulf  region]  to  decide  their  fate  by  themselves."  Although 
the  phrase  could  not  be  labelled  as  offensive  to  Baghdad,  it  came  very 
close  to  Tehran's  insistence  that  all  the  states  of  the  area  should  "decide 
their  own  fate  without  outside  interference."  In  any  event,  in  February 
1972  the  Kremlin  clearly  demonstrated  its  intention  not  to  support  the 
Ba'th  in  its  feud  with  the  shah  and  not  to  become  involved  in  the  Iraqi- 
Iranian  dispute. 

This  conclusion  was  reinforced  by  subsequent  developments.114  The 
Soviet  account  of  Premier  Kosygin's  April  1972  visit  to  Baghdad  for  the 
ceremonial  signing  of  the  Treaty  of  Friendship  and  Cooperation  con¬ 
tained  no  references  to  the  Gulf.115  The  Kremlin's  detachment  was 
demonstrated  again  in  September  1972,  during  President  Bakr's  first 
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state  visit  to  the  USSR.  In  his  dinner  speech  of  September  14  the  Iraqi 
leader  claimed  that  the  regional  situation  was  threatened  by  "imperial¬ 
ist  intrigues  against  progressive  Arab  regimes  and  forces"  and,  in  a 
pointed  reference  to  Iran,  spoke  of  "actions  against  the  historical  rights 
of  the  Arab  nation"  in  the  Gulf  region.  He  concluded  by  noting  that  "in 
our  opinion,  these  conditions  demand  even  greater  solidarity  and  coop¬ 
eration  between  our  two  nations.  .  .  Podgorny,  in  contrast,  said  noth¬ 
ing  about  any  of  these  matters,  and  the  joint  communique  of  September 
19,  issued  at  a  time  when  the  Kremlin  was  getting  ready  for  another 
visit  by  the  shah,  went  back  to  the  original  formulation:  support  was 
once  again  promised  to  "the  Arab  peoples  of  the  Persian  Gulf  .  .  . 
[struggling]  to  repulse  the  aggressive  imperialist  plans  which  threaten 
their  freedom  and  independence."116 

Additional  illustrations  of  Moscow's  decision  to  steer  clear  of  the 
Iraq-Iran  entanglement  were  provided  by  the  handling  of  the  Gulf  prob¬ 
lems  in  the  official  documents  issued  in  conjunction  with  the  visits 
exchanged  by  Soviet  and  Iranian  dignitaries.  Thus,  the  key  sentence, 
contained  in  the  joint  communique  of  October  21,  1972  (issued  during 
the  shah's  visit  to  the  USSR),  and  repeated  in  all  such  Soviet-Iranian 
documents  prior  to  1975,  read:  "The  Soviet  Union  and  Iran  expressed 
firm  conviction  that  questions  concerning  the  Persian  Gulf  region  must 
be  resolved  in  accordance  with  the  principles  of  the  un  Charter,  and 
without  outside  interference,  by  the  states  of  the  area  themselves."117 
Since  this  formulation  reflected  Tehran's  official  position  on  the  Gulf, 
its  adoption  by  Moscow  could  have  been  interpreted  as  a  Soviet  conces¬ 
sion  to  the  shah.  In  reality,  however,  it  mirrored  the  Kremlin's  position 
as  well — the  USSR  did  not  wish  to  become  directly  involved  in  the 
Iraqi-Iranian  feud. 

Nevertheless,  the  Soviet-Iranian  communique  also  contained  a  sen¬ 
tence  which  Baghdad  must  have  found  highly  offensive:  Tehran  and 
Moscow  agreed  to  base  their  relations  on  principles  of  "equality,  [of] 
respect  for  sovereignty,  independence,  [and]  territorial  integrity,  and  [of] 
noninterference  in  [each  other's]  internal  affairs."118  Since  the  October 
1972  communique  was  the  first  public  statement  issued  by  the  two 
countries  in  the  wake  of  Tehran's  occupation  of  Abu  Musa  and  the 
Tunbs,  the  Soviet  obligation  to  respect  Iran's  territorial  integrity  could 
have  been  interpreted  as  acquiescence  in  an  action  which  Iraq  had 
strongly  opposed.  In  any  event,  the  formulation  supports  the  proposi¬ 
tion  that,  beginning  in  1972,  on  the  matters  of  the  Gulf,  Moscow  was 
more  supportive  of  Tehran  than  of  Baghdad. 

As  noted,  this  Soviet  attitude  was  maintained  for  more  than  two  years 
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despite  Moscow's  growing  uneasiness  about  Iran's  massive  military 
buildup  program  and  the  concurrent  rapprochement  between  Tehran 
and  Washington.1 19  In  March  1973  Kosygin  paid  another  visit  to  Iran. 
Neither  his  nor  Prime  Minister  Hoveida's  speeches  made  any  references 
to  the  Gulf,  but  the  joint  communique  repeated  verbatim  the  first  of  the 
formulas  contained  in  the  document  of  October  21,  1972. 120  The  same 
was  true  of  Hoveida's  August  1973  trip  to  the  USSR.121  Significantly,  the 
Gulf  was  not  mentioned  during  the  high-level  Soviet-Iraqi  contacts 
either.  This  applied  to  Saddam  Hussein's  third  and  fourth  visits  to 
Moscow,  undertaken  in  March  1973  and  February  1974,  and  of  the 
November  1973  visit  to  Iraq  by  a  cpsu  delegation  headed  by  Boris 
Ponomarev.122  The  conspicuous  silence  on  a  subject  of  considerable 
importance  to  Iraq  could  only  have  been  interpreted  as  a  reflection  of  a 
divergence  of  Moscow's  and  Baghdad's  opinions  and  of  their  mutual 
disapproval  of  each  other's  positions.123 

The  situation  changed  dramatically  in  the  late  fall  of  1974  as  a  result 
of  another  shift  in  the  Kremlin's  position,  and,  after  considerable  foot- 
dragging,  the  USSR  came  down  on  the  side  of  the  Iraqi  government  in  its 
confrontation  with  the  Kurds.  Once  that  happened,  the  prolongation  of 
the  conflict,  made  possible  by  Tehran's  support  of  the  insurgency,  was 
viewed  by  Moscow  as  highly  undesirable.  Breaking  with  previous  re¬ 
straint  and  caution,  the  Soviets  used  the  opportunity  provided  by  Mo¬ 
hammed  Reza  Shah's  November  1974  visit  to  intervene  directly  in  the 
Iraqi-Iranian  dispute. 

In  his  dinner  speech,  Podgorny  noted  that  international  peace  was 
negatively  affected  by  "all  regional  conflicts,"  including  that  of  the 
Persian  Gulf.  He  then  proceeded  to  spell  out  the  reasons  for  Soviet 
concern:  "We  want  to  say  in  all  frankness  [the  diplomatic  equivalent  of 
a  high  degree  of  annoyance)  that  tension  ...  in  relations  between  Iran 
and  Iraq  does  not  correspond  to  the  interests  of  .  .  .  peace."  For  this 
reason,  the  USSR  had  long  favored  a  resolution  of  their  differences  "at 
the  negotiating  table  [and]  on  the  basis  of  the  principles  of  peaceful 
coexistence  and  good  neighborliness."  In  line  with  this  position,  Pod¬ 
gorny  concluded,  "we  shall  welcome  constructive  steps  which,  we 
hope,  the  sides  will  take  with  the  view  to  finding  ways  to  resolve  the 
controversial  questions  in  a  peaceful  manner."124  Podgorny 's  bluntness, 
uncharacteristic  of  the  diplomatic  exchanges  of  this  kind,  was  clearly 
motivated  by  the  seriousness  of  the  situation  in  Iraqi  Kurdistan  and 
attested  to  Moscow's  decision  to  throw  its  weight  behind  Baghdad's 
efforts  to  bring  it  to  a  swift  and  successful  resolution. 

The  shah  must  have  been  taken  aback  by  Podgorny's  attack.  Nev- 
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ertheless,  his  answer,  although  couched  in  a  more  diplomatic  language, 
was  equally  firm: 

I  merely  want  to  note  that  if  in  its  relations  with  us  Iraq  would 
exhibit  an  attitude  similar  to  that  which  you,  our  great  neighbor, 
have  adopted  toward  us,  and  would  not,  with  such  zeal,  promote 
the  legacy  of  British  imperialism,  no  problems  would  exist  between 
us  on  this  score.  In  any  case,  Iran  will . . .  continue  its  efforts  aimed 
at  settling  this  question  by  means  of  negotiations.125 

Although  the  statement  on  the  shah's  visit  reaffirmed  that,  "as  before, 
the  sides  are  convinced  that  questions  concerning  the  Persian  Gulf 
region  must  be  resolved  by  the  countries  of  the  region  themselves  in 
accordance  with  the  principles  of  the  un  Charter,"126  the  Soviets  had 
clearly  made  their  point. 

On  March  5,  1975,  Iraq  and  Iran  agreed  to  resolve  their  differences. 
Baghdad's  position  was  explained  to  the  Soviet  leaders  during  Saddam 
Hussein's  fifth,  mid- April  1975,  visit  to  the  USSR.  While  Kosygin,  in  his 
speech,  omitted  the  subject,  the  Iraqi  leader  spoke  at  some  length  about 
the  recent  developments  in  the  Gulf.  He  mentioned  that  an  "alarming 
hotbed  of  tension,  endangering  the  peace"  of  the  area  had  existed  for 
some  time  and  went  on  to  say  that,  after  the  Algiers  accord,  "sincere 
efforts  are  being  made  to  restore  relations  with  our  neighbor,  Iran,  in  the 
interests  of  both  our  .  .  .  countries."  The  Kremlin  appeared  highly 
pleased.  In  the  joint  communique,  the  "Soviet  side  expressed  its  satis¬ 
faction  .  .  .  with  the  recent  agreement  between  the  Republic  of  Iraq  and 
Iran.  .  .  ,"122 

As  explained  by  the  Soviet  press,  Moscow  was  gratified  because 
"armed  clashes  .  .  .  threatened  to  develop  into  a  serious  confrontation 
between  the  two  neighboring  countries"  and  because  "Iran  and  Iraq 
were  involved  in  a  harassing  frontier  dispute  that  caused  considerable 
tension  and  poisoned  the  atmosphere  in  the  Middle  East."128  Moreover, 
the  settlement  of  the  Iraqi-Iranian  dispute  was  "of  great  significance  . .  . 
[because]  it  has  frustrated  the  plans  of  those  who  would  like  to  see  these 
two  neighbouring  countries  pitted  against  each  other  in  the  role  of 
political  gladiators."129 

Nevertheless,  the  signing  of  the  Algiers  agreement  must  have  been 
unsettling  to  Moscow — reached  without  consultations  with  the  USSR, 
the  accord  could  not  but  lessen  Soviet  ability  to  influence  Baghdad.  It 
will  be  recalled  that  one  of  the  mam  reasons  for  the  normalization  of 
relations  between  the  two  Gulf  rivals  was  Iraq's  determination  to  crush 
the  Kurds,  a  goal  that  could  be  achieved  only  by  securing  Tehran's 
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cooperation.  In  the  early  1970s,  the  Soviets  had  resisted  Baghdad's 
efforts  to  defeat  Mulla  Mustafa's  forces.  The  Kremlin's  main  objective 
was  to  utilize  Kurdish  nationalism  as  a  source  of  political  leverage  on 
the  Iraqi  government.  Only  in  1974,  after  it  became  clear  that  Mulla 
Mustafa  had  thrown  in  his  lot  with  the  United  States  and  Iran,  did 
Moscow  come  out  openly  in  favor  of  Baghdad's  decision  to  subdue  his 
forces.  Once  that  decision  had  been  made,  the  Soviets  had  less  reason  to 
oppose  the  Iraqi-Iranian  agreement.  At  the  same  time,  the  Kremlin  had 
to  know  that  the  resulting  consolidation  of  the  Ba'th's  domestic  posi¬ 
tion,  coupled  with  the  growing  accumulation  of  hard  currency  and  the 
normalization  of  relations  with  Iran,  were  bound  to  lead  to  implemen¬ 
tation  of  more  independent  domestic  and  foreign  policies,  thus  decreas¬ 
ing  Iraq's  reliance  on  the  USSR. 


Iiaq-Kuwait  Crisis,  1973 

In  June  1961,  Great  Britain  relinquished  its  1899  protectorate  over 
Kuwait.  A  few  days  later,  Baghdad's  strongman,  Colonel  Abd  al-Kerim 
Kassem,  announced  that  the  sheikhdom  was  an  "integral  part"  of  Iraq.  It 
had  been  "usurped"  by  means  of  an  "illegal  .  .  .  document"  and  would 
now  be  joined  with  the  mother  country.  The  claim  was  opposed  by 
Great  Britain  and  the  other  Arab  states  which  dispatched  military  units 
to  guarantee  Kuwait's  independence.130  After  Kassem's  ouster  in  1963, 
relations  between  Iraq  and  Kuwait  were  normalized  but  did  not  become 
close  as  the  sheikhdom  continued  to  harbor  suspicions  about  Baghdad's 
ultimate  intentions. 

A  major  incentive  for  closer  political  cooperation  between  the  two 
states  was  provided  by  Britain's  January  1968  resolution  to  pull  out  of 
the  areas  "East  of  Suez."  Iraq  and  Kuwait  were  in  agreement  on  two 
major  issues  arising  out  of  that  decision:  they  expressed  themselves  in 
favor  of  unconditional  British  military  withdrawal  from  the  Gulf  and,  at 
least  initially,  endorsed  the  establishment  of  a  Federation  of  Arab  Emi¬ 
rates.131  However,  this  apparent  harmony  could  not  for  long  conceal  a 
fundamental  divergence  of  interests.  As  soon  became  evident,  the  two 
neighbors  disagreed  over  the  related  problems  of  regional  security  and 
of  Kuwait's  relations  with  Iran.  Specifically,  apprehensive  about  Bagh¬ 
dad's  intentions,  Kuwait  worked  hard  to  maintain  a  regional  balance  in 
the  Gulf  in  the  hope  that  the  area's  other  states,  above  all  Iran,  would 
check  Iraq's  attempts  at  territorial  expansion.  In  line  with  this  approach 
the  sheikhdom  resisted  Baghdad's  efforts  to  promulgate  an  Arab  Gulf 
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defense  organization  and  endeavored  to  maintain  close  relations  with 
Tehran.132 

Lack  of  support  for  some  of  Iraq's  political  initiatives  did  not  signify 
wholesale  endorsement  of  the  regional  ambitions  of  the  shah.  Along 
with  the  other  Gulf  states,  Kuwait  strongly  opposed  Iran's  claim  to 
Bahrain  and  the  other  Gulf  islands.133  When  Abu  Musa  and  the  Tunbs 
were  occupied,  Kuwait  joined  Baghdad  in  protesting  that  action  and  in 
breaking  diplomatic  relations  with  Tehran.  But  the  sheikhdom  "refused 
to  lend  its  name  to  a  call  to  the  un  Security  Council  by  five  Arab  States, 
led  by  Iraq,  to  condemn  Iran  for  its  seizure  of  the  islands."134  Relations 
were  restored  in  November  1972,  reportedly  to  "counter  Israeli  influ¬ 
ence  in  Iran."135 

In  short,  situated  next  to  Iraq  and  Iran  and  mindful  of  its  own  security 
and  independence,  Kuwait  endeavored  to  maintain  a  balance  between 
the  Gulf's  two  major  rivals.  However,  Baghdad's  previous  territorial 
claims  required  that  Iraq  not  be  challenged  openly  except  in  situations 
where  Kuwait's  own  vital  interests  were  at  stake.  This  was  true  of  the 
continuing  efforts  to  isolate  Iran  and  of  Iraqi  attempts  to  annex  parts  of 
the  sheikhdom's  territory.  Otherwise,  Baghdad  usually  found  Kuwait 
willing  to  accommodate  and  to  cooperate.136 

In  addition  to  some  of  the  wider  political  problems  of  the  Gulf,  Iraq 
and  Kuwait  differed  also  on  a  number  of  other  issues  that  in  the  period 
between  1968  and  1973  ranged  from  the  demarcation  of  the  continental 
shelf  to  occasional  deportation  of  Iraqi  citizens.137  The  most  intractable 
problem  of  all,  however,  proved  to  be  the  Iraq-Kuwait  border;  130  miles 
long,  it  had  been  delineated  in  1932,  with  Great  Britain  (the  sheikh¬ 
dom's  protector  since  1899)  negotiating  on  behalf  of  Kuwait.  Since  then, 
Baghdad  had  repeatedly  voiced  reservations  about  the  settlement  and, 
in  1961,  Kassem  threatened  to  annex  the  sheikhdom.  Two  years  later, 
his  successor  recognized  Kuwait's  independence  but  insisted  that  the 
border  question  had  to  be  resolved  through  future  negotiations.138 

The  matter  was  taken  up  again  in  January  1968  during  Premier  Taher 
Yahya's  official  visit  to  Kuwait.  Although  the  joint  communique  re¬ 
ferred  to  an  agreement  to  continue  discussions  on  this  subject,  many 
Kuwaitis  remained  apprehensive.  The  reason  for  their  concern  was 
Yahya's  public  insistence  that  "Iraq  did  not  believe  in  artificial  borders 
'because  we  are  advocates  of  unity.'  "139  From  then  on,  the  border  prob¬ 
lem  remained  one  of  the  bones  of  contention  between  the  two  states.  In 
April  1969,  with  Baghdad  and  Tehran  edging  closer  to  a  military  con¬ 
frontation,  Kuwait  reluctantly  agreed  to  the  stationing  of  Iraqi  units  on 
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its  side  of  the  frontier,  reportedly  to  protect  the  port  city  of  Umm  Qasr 
against  "an  impending  Iranian  attack."140  The  1969  crisis  passed  but  the 
Iraqi  troops  remained;  their  presence  on  Kuwaiti  territory  ultimately 
resulted  in  the  confrontation  of  March  1973. 

In  1971  Saddam  Hussein  reopened  the  border  issue  by  saying  that  an 
agreement  between  the  two  countries  would  be  signed  in  the  near 
future.141  Nothing  transpired  until  December  1972,  however,  when  Iraq 
began  massing  troops  along  the  Kuwaiti  border.142  A  flurry  of  diplo¬ 
matic  activity,  culminating  in  a  February  1973  visit  to  Baghdad  by 
Foreign  Minister  Sheikh  Sabah  al-Ahmad  al-Jaber  Al  Sabah,  produced 
no  settlement  and,  on  March  20,  additional  Iraqi  units  crossed  the 
frontier  and  occupied  the  police  post  at  al-Samitah.143  At  the  outset, 
Iraq  claimed  to  have  been  the  victim  of  "Kuwaiti  aggression."  Seven 
days  later,  however,  Foreign  Minister  Murtada  al-Hadithi  openly  admit¬ 
ted  Baghdad's  responsibility  for  the  attack.  In  an  interview  with  Beirut's 
al-Nahar,  he  insisted  that  Samitah  was  situated  within  Iraqi  territory 
and  "commanded  military  positions  in  that  area."  This  consideration, 
rather  than  any  "wider  strategic  plan  for  expansion  in  the  Gulf,"  was 
responsible  for  the  "Iraqi  action."144 

Most  of  the  Arab  states,  as  well  as  the  Arab  League,  strongly  disap¬ 
proved  of  Baghdad's  resort  to  force.  As  they  urged  restraint  and  offered 
to  mediate,  Kuwait  countered  with  demands  of  its  own:  no  discussions 
could  begin  until  Iraq  evacuated  Samitah  and,  in  any  event,  future 
border  delineation  between  the  two  states  had  to  be  based  on  the  agree¬ 
ments  of  1932  and  1963.  It  is  noteworthy  that  this  attitude  led  al- 
Thawrah ,  on  March  27,  to  accuse  Kuwait  of  artificially  "magnifying  the 
incident"  and  of  "collusion"  with  the  United  States  and  the  "reaction¬ 
ary  Arab  forces."145  Nevertheless,  on  March  30 — ten  days  after  the 
incursion — the  Iraqi  troops  withdrew  from  Samitah,  due  primarily  to 
considerable  Arab  and  Soviet  pressure.  The  military  stage  of  the  con¬ 
flict  was  over.  Before  proceeding  with  the  discussion  of  the  second, 
diplomatic  phase,  it  might  be  appropriate  to  examine  Baghdad's  reasons 
for  initiating  the  crisis. 

Before  the  war  with  Iran,  Iraq  was  heavily  dependent  on  the  Persian 
Gulf  as  the  major  avenue  of  the  country's  foreign  trade.  However,  unlike 
that  of  the  other  regional  states,  Iraq's  access  to  the  Gulf  was  severely 
restricted.  Its  major  port,  Basrah,  is  situated  some  sixty-five  miles  from 
the  Gulf  on  the  western  shore  of  the  Shatt  al-Arab,  a  short  distance  from 
the  Iranian  border.  Given  the  state  of  relations  between  the  two  coun¬ 
tries,  the  Iraqis  regarded  Basrah  as  strategically  vulnerable.  These  con¬ 
siderations  prompted  a  search  for  another  outlet  to  the  sea  and,  in  the 
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late  1 960s,  it  was  decided  to  turn  Umm  Qasr  into  Iraq's  major  Gulf  port. 
This  location,  too,  had  its  problems,  however,  as  access  to  the  Umm 
Qasr  inlet  from  the  Gulf  is  controlled  by  the  Kuwaiti  islands  of  Bubiyan 
and  Warbah.  Therefore,  to  guarantee  the  safety  of  Umm  Qasr  and  to 
prevent  the  possibility  of  a  blockade  of  its  Gulf  coast,  Baghdad  de¬ 
manded  from  Kuwait  a  narrow  strip  of  its  coastline,  including  the 
frontier  post  at  Samitah  (situated  near  Umm  Qasr)  as  well  as  the  two 
islands.146  In  addition  to  strategic  considerations,  control  of  this  terri¬ 
tory  would  also  have  "bolsterfed]  Iraq's  claim  to  a  large  share  of  the 
Gulf's  undemarcated  continental  shelf."147 

Iraq's  position  was  finally  explained  during  the  diplomatic  phase  of 
the  conflict.  In  an  interview  with  the  Lebanese  magazine  al-Sayyad, 
published  two  days  prior  to  the  opening  of  the  April  6-8  negotiations 
between  Baghdad  and  Kuwait,  Hadithi  stated  that  the  islands  were  of 
"extreme  importance"  because,  without  them,  Iraq  could  not  hope  to 
become  a  "Gulf  state."  He  went  on  to  explain  that  if  any  foreign  forces 
were  to  land  on  Bubiyan  and  Warbah,  his  country's  access  to  the  Gulf 
would  be  cut  off.  Reviving  Kassem's  1961  claim,  he  insisted  that  "the 
whole  of  Kuwait  is  disputed"  because  "there  is  a  document  saying  it  is 
Iraqi  and  no  document  saying  it  is  not."  Nevertheless,  Baghdad  did  not 
wish  to  annex  the  entire  sheikhdom.  Rather,  it  was  prepared  to  abandon 
its  claims  "in  return  for  the  islands"  and  a  narrow  coastal  strip.  On  April 
7  a  high  Kuwaiti  official  countered  that  Bubiyan  and  Warbah  were  part 
of  the  territory  of  Kuwait.  Its  boundaries  had  been  recognized  by  the 
Arab  League  as  well  as  by  the  United  Nations  and  were  not,  therefore, 
subject  to  negotiations.148 

Given  the  inflexibility  of  their  respective  positions,  the  talks  between 
the  two  countries  were  conducted  in  "a  frank  and  fraternal  manner."149 
The  reason  for  their  failure,  according  to  Kuwait's  foreign  minister,  was 
the  attitude  adopted  by  Baghdad.  Sheikh  Sabah  quoted  his  Iraqi  counter¬ 
part  as  announcing:  "I  am  not  authorised  to  negotiate;  I  have  conditions 
which  I  wish  to  offer. ...  I  am  authorised  by  my  government  to  claim  the 
islands  of  Warba  and  Boubiyan  and  the  coastal  belt  facing  them  on  the 
grounds  that  this  land  belongs  to  Iraq."  Sheikh  Sabah  retorted  that 
"there  will  be  no  dialogue  before  the  delineation  of  the  border  on  the 
basis  of  [the  1932  and  1963]  agreements."  In  spite  of  the  impasse,  the 
sides  consented  to  continue  discussions  "at  future  meetings."150  Fol¬ 
lowing  protracted  negotiations,  in  July  1977  Iraq  and  Kuwait  agreed  to 
withdraw  troops  from  the  border  areas.151 

One  of  the  more  striking  aspects  of  the  1973  border  crisis  was  the 
relative  speed  with  which  the  Iraqis  had  evacuated  the  occupied  terri- 
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tory  without  securing  any  concessions  from  Kuwait.  In  retrospect,  it 
would  appear  that,  in  addition  to  the  pressures  generated  by  the  Arab 
states  and  Iran,  the  USSR,  too,  had  played  an  important  part  in  defusing 
a  potentially  explosive  situation  in  the  Gulf. 

Publicly,  Moscow  had  little  to  say  about  Baghdad's  action.  Soviet 
discretion  was  understandable,  as  the  tension  involved  the  two  Arab 
Gulf  states  with  which  the  Kremlin  attempted  to  remain  on  friendly 
terms.  (It  will  be  recalled  that,  in  addition  to  Iraq  and  Iran,  Kuwait  was 
the  only  other  Gulf  country  to  have  established  diplomatic  relations 
with — in  1963 — and  to  have  purchased  arms  from  the  USSR.  It  was  also 
an  important  member  of  the  conservative  Arab  Gulf  community  and 
hence  a  possible  valuable  future  asset.)  Nevertheless,  Soviet  press  cover¬ 
age  of  the  incident  reveals  some  interesting  insights.  On  March  21,  one 
day  after  the  Iraqi  incursion,  when  a  reference  to  it  might  ordinarily 
have  appeared  in  its  pages,  Pravda  treated  its  readers  instead  to  a  brief 
account  of  a  speech  Saddam  Hussein  delivered  on  March  20.  The  vice- 
chairman  of  the  rcc  praised  the  USSR  for  supporting  Iraq  in  the  "strug¬ 
gle  against  imperialism  and  Zionism."  He  then  criticized  those  who, 
"in  flirting  with  the  West,  attempt  to  call  into  question  Soviet  friend¬ 
ship"  and  warned  that  such  an  attitude  "harbors  a  serious  danger" — it 
diverts  attention  from  the  Arabs'  main  task  which  is  the  "struggle 
against  imperialism."152 

Saddam  Hussein's  remarks  represented  a  skillful  diplomatic  maneu¬ 
ver,  making  it  difficult  for  Moscow  to  be  overly  critical  of  Baghdad.  To 
place  the  events  of  March  1973  into  their  proper  perspective,  it  should 
be  reiterated  that,  since  late  1972,  the  USSR  chose  not  to  support  Iraq's 
assertive  policy  in  the  Gulf  openly.153  Initially  applicable  to  Iran,  the 
attitude  could  have  been  expected  to  extend  also  to  Kuwait,  a  state 
whose  friendship  the  Kremlin  was  trying  to  cultivate. 

In  any  event,  the  first  and,  for  the  rest  of  the  month,  only  reference  to 
the  incursion  appeared  in  Pravda  on  March  22.  It  was  short,  factual,  and 
based  exclusively  on  Baghdad's  initial  version  of  the  event:  on  March 
20,  an  Iraqi  border  patrol,  training  in  Iraqi  territory,  was  attacked  by 
Kuwaiti  troops.  The  Iraqis  returned  fire,  acting  in  self-defense.  Pravda 
then  quoted  from  a  statement  by  the  Iraqi  Ministry  of  Internal  Affairs 
which  expressed  incomprehension  at  Kuwait's  action.  The  account 
concluded  by  noting  the  apprehension  expressed  by  the  other  Arab 
states  and  their  appeals  for  a  speedy  resolution  of  the  crisis. 

Because  only  the  Iraqi  version  of  the  incident  was  reported  (and  never 
refuted)  in  the  Soviet  press,  and  because  so  little  was  said  about  it  at  the 
time,  Moscow's  relative  passivity  could  have  been  interpreted  as  lack  of 
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concern  with  the  developments  in  the  Gulf,  or  as  indirect  backing  of 
Baghdad's  initiative,  or  both.  As  soon  became  evident,  however,  these 
impressions  were  misleading.  Although  the  USSR  had  no  intention  of 
openly  humiliating  Iraq,  the  Kremlin  left  no  doubt  about  its  concern  as 
well  as  about  its  serious  misgivings  with  Baghdad's  action.  An  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  do  so  publicly  was  provided  by  Saddam  Hussein's  arrival  in 
Moscow,  "at  the  invitation  of  the  Soviet  government,"  on  March  21, 
I973154  Because  such  high-level  visits  are  customarily  planned  in  ad¬ 
vance  and  the  Soviets  usually  announce  them  ahead  of  time,  the  trip 
may  be  assumed  to  have  been  arranged  at  a  very  short  notice.  Moreover, 
the  dinner  speeches  delivered  by  Saddam  Hussein  and  Kosygin  on 
March  22  contained  no  references  to  any  pressing  problems  that  might 
have  necessitated  the  visit.155  The  same  was  true  of  the  account  of 
Saddam  Hussein's  March  23  meeting  with  Brezhnev  and  of  the  joint 
statement  of  the  next  day.156  It  may  therefore  be  concluded  that  the 
visit  was  arranged  primarily  to  deal  with  the  situation  which  had  arisen 
as  a  result  of  the  Iraqi  incursion  into  Kuwait. 

Moreover,  careful  reading  of  Kosygin's  speech,  made  on  the  very  day 
when  the  Soviet  press  published  the  Iraqi  account  of  the  Samitah  inci¬ 
dent,  revealed  Moscow's  real  attitude  toward  the  events  of  the  past  two 
days.  In  an  apparent  bow  to  Baghdad,  the  premier  allowed  that  the 
"dissolution  of  the  world  colonial  system"  had  left  a  "painful  legacy  . . . 
(of)  unequal  and  predatory  agreements  and  treaties."  He  then  went  on  to 
insist,  however,  that  it  was  the  "wish  of  the  peoples  that  just  norms  of 
international  relations  prevail  and  dominate  in  the  world."  This  meant, 
Kosygin  elucidated,  "equality,  mutual  respect,  (and]  noninterference  in 
the  sovereign  life  of  peoples."  The  USSR  and  "our  Communist  party 
consistently  adhere  to  these  principles  in  our  foreign  policy."157  The 
implicit  question  was,  Should  Iraq  be  expected  to  do  less? 

On  the  basis  of  these  observations  it  may  be  concluded  that  Baghdad 
had  not  consulted  Moscow  on  its  planned  move  into  Kuwait.  Whether 
such  a  course  of  action  was  required  under  the  provisions  of  the  1972 
treaty  is  debatable.158  The  Ba'th  certainly  did  not  seem  to  have  thought 
so,  since  it  claimed  that  the  territory  in  question  belonged  to  Iraq. 
Kuwait,  on  the  other  hand,  disagreed  and,  on  this  particular  issue,  the 
USSR  chose  to  side  with  it  and  not  with  Baghdad.  In  any  event,  there  is 
little  doubt  that  the  Soviets  disapproved  of  Iraq's  action  and  invited 
Saddam  Hussein  to  Moscow  to  pressure  him  to  withdraw  the  Iraqi 
troops  from  Kuwaiti  territory,  which  was  done  by  March  30. 

On  reflection,  there  appear  to  have  been  several  reasons  for  this 
Soviet  position.  The  Kremlin,  since  1972,  was  interested  less  in  sup- 
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porting  Iraq's  political  ambitions  in  the  Gulf  than  it  was  in  improving 
relations  with  Iran  and,  as  it  turned  out,  also  with  Kuwait.  A  glimpse  at 
the  state  of  Moscow-Kuwait  relations  at  the  time  of  the  crisis  was 
provided  by  the  exchange  of  telegrams  between  Foreign  Ministers  An¬ 
drei  Gromyko  and  Sheikh  Sabah  occasioned  by  the  tenth  anniversary 
of  the  establishment  of  diplomatic  relations.  The  messages  expressed 
both  gratification  at  the  expanding  ties  between  the  two  countries  and 
conviction  that  relations  would  continue  to  develop  on  the  basis  of 
"friendship  and  mutual  understanding."159  While  not  too  much  should 
be  read  into  this  formulation,  it,  as  well  as  the  very  exchange  of  the 
telegrams,  supports  the  proposition  that  Moscow  valued  its  association 
with  Kuwait  and  was  not  interested  in  jeopardizing  it  by  support  of 
Baghdad's  bullying  tactics.160  Moreover,  the  Soviets  must  have  been 
annoyed  with  the  timing  of  the  attack — it  came  shortly  after  Gro¬ 
myko's  friendly  telegram  to  Sheikh  Sabah  and  only  four  days  after 
Premier  Kosygin's  return  from  an  official  visit  to  Iran.161 

Outside  the  Gulf,  in  the  spring  of  1973,  the  USSR  was  devoting 
considerable  attention  to  the  Arab-Israeli  problem.  For  instance,  in  the 
statement  issued  at  the  conclusion  of  Saddam  Hussein's  visit,  the 
"sides  noted  the  great  importance  of  strengthening  the  solidarity  and 
unity  of  actions  of  the  Arab  states  and  of  the  mobilization  of  all  of  their 
resources  in  the  struggle  against  imperialism,  Zionism,  and  reac¬ 
tion."162  Seen  in  this  light,  the  Iraqi  intrusion  into  Kuwait  was  totally 
counterproductive— it  split  the  Arab  ranks  and  diverted  their  attention 
from  what,  to  Moscow,  were  much  more  important  issues.  As  subse¬ 
quently  noted  by  the  New  Times,  the  dispute  had  "caused  anxiety  in 
Arab  capitals, ...  as  Zionist  and  imperialist  quarters  have  seized  upon  it 
to  sow  dissension  in  the  Arab  world  and  to  weaken  the  Arab  . . .  struggle 
to  eliminate  the  consequences  of  the  Israeli  aggression."163 

Another  intriguing  aspect  of  the  Kremlin's  involvement  in  the  border 
crisis  was  the  visit  to  Iraq  of  the  commander  in  chief  of  the  Soviet  navy, 
Admiral  Sergei  Gorshkov,  and  of  a  Russian  naval  detachment  which 
remained  in  Umm  Qasr  between  April  3  and  1 1,  1973. 164  The  questions 
of  whether  their  presence  in  Iraq  had  been  related  to  the  crisis  and,  if  so, 
what  role  they  had  played  in  it  have  been  thoroughly  examined  by  Anne 
M.  Kelly.  While  no  exhaustive  answers  can  be  given  even  now,  some 
tentative  conclusions  are  possible.  First,  the  timing  of  the  visit  indi¬ 
cated  that  it  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  first  phase  of  the  conflict  which 
concluded  with  the  withdrawal  of  Iraqi  troops  from  Kuwaiti  territory. 
The  evacuation  was  completed  by  April  1,  or  two  days  before  the  arrival 
of  the  Soviet  naval  detachment  in  Umm  Qasr.  Hence,  although  I  believe 
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that  the  USSR  was  in  fact  instrumental  in  effecting  an  early  pullout  of 
Iraqi  units  from  Samitah,  Moscow's  views  were  initially  and  forcefully 
communicated  to  Baghdad  not  by  Gorshkov  but  by  the  cpsu  leadership, 
including  Kosygin  and,  most  likely,  also  Brezhnev. 

As  for  the  second  or  diplomatic  phase  of  the  crisis,  highlighted,  in 
early  April,  by  the  delivery  of  a  virtual  ultimatum  to  Kuwait  to  redraw 
the  frontier  according  to  Iraqi  specifications,  it  could  be  argued  that  the 
presence  of  the  Soviet  naval  detachment  in  Umm  Qasr  was  meant  to 
strengthen  Baghdad's  hand  in  the  forthcoming  negotiations.  However, 
since  Moscow  was  by  then  on  record  as  opposing  the  use  of  force  in  the 
resolution  of  the  border  problem,  the  presence  of  Gorshkov  and  his 
flotilla  did  not  seem  to  have  made  much  practical  difference.  Given 
Kuwait's  resolution  to  resist  Iraq's  diplomatic  pressure,  it  is  likely  that 
the  sheikhdom,  too,  arrived  at  this  conclusion. 

Another  possible  explanation  revolves  around  the  theory  that  the 
Soviet  navy  and  its  commander  were  dispatched  in  order  to  prevent 
Baghdad  from  once  again  resorting  to  military  force  in  case  of  Kuwait's 
expected  refusal  to  hand  over  a  part  of  its  territory.  Such  a  hypothesis 
has  little  evidence  to  support  it.  Iraq  had  withdrawn  its  troops  from 
Samitah  in  the  face  of  the  mounting  Arab  and  Soviet  opposition  and 
would  not  likely  have  seriously  entertained  the  thought  of  a  new  inva¬ 
sion  just  a  few  days  after  completing  the  pullback.  In  short,  if  the  naval 
visit  was  in  any  way  connected  to  the  border  dispute,  its  purpose  was 
likely  to  stabilize  a  dangerous  situation  which  affected  regional  sta¬ 
bility  and  involved  the  two  Arab  Gulf  states  with  which  Moscow  at¬ 
tempted  to  stay  on  good  terms. 

On  the  other  hand,  as  Kelly  demonstrates,  the  arrival  of  Gorshkov  and 
his  detachment  was  probably  arranged  well  in  advance  of  the  Iraqi 
attack  and  was  therefore  totally  unrelated  to  the  crisis.  It  might,  in¬ 
stead,  have  been  intended  to  help  secure  for  the  Soviet  navy  access  to 
Umm  Qasr,  a  port  built  with  Russian  assistance.  An  attempt  to  acquire 
such  a  foothold  in  the  strategically  important  Persian  Gulf  would  have 
been  in  line  with  Moscow's  similar  efforts  elsewhere  in  the  Middle  East 
and  with  the  USSR's  general  forward  naval  deployment  policy  in  the 
Mediterranean  and  the  Indian  Ocean.  If  this  reasoning  is  correct,  the 
two  events — the  border  crisis  and  the  Soviet  naval  visit— were  purely 
coincidental.  Either  way,  the  presence  of  Gorshkov  and  his  ships  proved 
to  be  of  little  use  to  Baghdad  and  did  not  net  Moscow  free  access  to  Iraqi 
naval  facilities.  On  the  contrary,  the  Kremlin's  attitude  during  the  1973 
crisis  appears  to  have  had  the  opposite  effect — in  view  of  Baghdad's 
failure  to  achieve  its  own  objectives,  the  Soviet  stand  could  not  but 
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reinforce  the  Ba'th's  determination  not  to  accommodate  the  USSR's 
desire  to  establish  its  naval  presence  in  the  Gulf  through  the  use  of  the 
port  of  Umm  Qasr. 

Thus  the  Soviet  position  in  the  1973  crisis  can  be  summed  up  as 
follows:  first,  the  Kremlin  acknowledged  that  Iraq  had  a  legitimate 
grievance  against  Kuwait.  Echoing  Kosygin's  earlier  pronouncement, 
the  New  Times  argued  that  "the  border  line  dat[ed]  back  to  the  times  of 
British  colonial  rule  .  .  .  [and  had]  never  been  precisely  defined."165  At 
the  same  time,  however,  Moscow  disapproved  of  the  use  of  force  while 
urging  Baghdad  to  withdraw  its  troops  from  Kuwaiti  territory  and  to 
negotiate  a  peaceful  settlement  of  the  border  problem.  Once  the  Iraqi 
units  had  been  evacuated,  the  USSR  expressed  its  satisfaction  with  this 
turn  of  events  and  proceeded  to  offer  moral  support  to  Baghdad's  insist¬ 
ence  on  redrawing  the  frontier.166  Under  the  circumstances,  this  could 
only  have  meant  acquisition  by  Iraq  of  some  of  Kuwait's  territory.  With 
the  use  of  force  being  ruled  out,  however,  Moscow's  verbal  support  was 
of  little  practical  significance,  leading  to  the  conclusion  that  the  USSR's 
real  objective  was  to  keep  the  lid  on  a  potentially  explosive  situation 
while  attempting  to  remain  on  good  terms  with  both  protagonists.  This 
may  have  worked  in  the  case  of  Kuwait  but  did  not  go  over  too  well  in 
Baghdad. 


Moscow,  Baghdad,  and  the  Gulf,  1972-1975 

The  Kremlin  remained  keenly  aware  of  London's  continuing  influence 
in  the  Persian  Gulf  even  after  the  British  withdrawal  had  been  com¬ 
pleted  in  December  1971.  For  example,  International  Affairs  argued  in 
late  1972  that  "British  imperialism"  did  not  leave  the  Gulf  region  after 
all.  Rather,  "by  making  use  of  .  .  .  various  military-political  machina¬ 
tions  . .  . ,"  London  succeeded  in  shoring  up  its  dwindling  positions.  On 
the  political  plane,  the  United  Kingdom  replaced  the  old  "colonial 
treaties  with  the  Persian  Gulf  principalities  by  'friendship  and  coopera¬ 
tion'  agreements  . . .  [which  acknowledge)  'Britain's  vital  interest'  in  the 
affairs  of  the  Persian  Gulf,  and  [contain)  an  obligation  for  the  prin¬ 
cipalities  to  consult  London  on  every  problem  of  their  foreign  policy." 
Great  Britain  continued  also  to  exert  considerable  military  influence  in 
the  Gulf.  "Numerous  army  units"  remained  stationed  in  the  area  and 
the  U.K.  retained  a  "network  of  bases,"  ranging  from  Bahrain  and  Shar¬ 
jah  to  the  Omani  facilities  in  Salalah  and  on  the  island  of  Masirah. 
Finally,  the  Gulf  was  frequently  visited  by  units  of  the  Royal  Navy. 167  In 
view  of  these  considerations,  it  was  concluded  that  "despite  some 
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changes,  Britain's  policy  in  this  part  of  the  globe  has  clearly  not  under¬ 
gone  any  essential  revision."  Instead  of  withdrawing,  London  simply 
regrouped  its  forces  and  continued  to  play  an  important  role  in  the 
affairs  of  the  Gulf.  "Its  strength  is  not  what  it  once  was,  [as]  the  collapse 
of  Pax  Britannica  is  [an]  .  .  .  incontestable  reality."  Nevertheless,  "it 
would  be  a  dangerous  mistake  to  underestimate  Britain's  role  in  the 
Persian  Gulf  area."168 

Still,  from  1972  on,  Moscow's  attention  in  this  part  of  the  world  was 
clearly  focused  on  the  United  States.  The  reasons  for  Washington's 
concern  with  the  events  in  the  Persian  Gulf,  the  Soviet  commentators 
argued,  remained  military,  economic,  and  political.  But  the  nature  of 
U.S.  involvement  did  change,  as  the  course  of  events  forced  the  United 
States  to  adapt  itself  to  new  realities.  Specifically,  in  the  1950s,  when 
Great  Britain  was  the  dominant  Western  power  in  the  Gulf,  the  two 
capitalist  giants  competed  with  each  other  over  the  region's  oil  reserves. 
During  the  1960s,  due  to  the  growth  of  the  Arab  nationalist  movement, 
London  and  Washington  reached  an  agreement  on  a  "division  of  labor." 
The  United  States  supported  Great  Britain's  political  and  military  pre¬ 
eminence  in  the  Gulf  in  exchange  for  London's  protection  of  American 
economic  interests.  Only  in  the  late  1960s  and  the  1970s  did  London's 
"inability  to  maintain  the  necessary  'order'  impel  Washington  to  move 
toward  establishment  of  US  military  and  political  domination  in  the 
area."169 

According  to  Soviet  analysts,  one  of  the  objectives  pursued  by  the 
United  States  was  to  strengthen  American  military  presence  in  the  Gulf 
area.  In  this  connection,  an  important  role  had  been  assigned  to  "the  US 
[naval]  squadron  .  .  .  which  had  been  operating  in  the  Persian  Gulf  for 
almost  25  years."  To  ensure  the  "legitimacy"  of  the  U.S.  naval  presence 
in  the  Gulf,  Washington  in  1972  "hurriedly  concluded  an  agreement  on 
United  States  use  of  the  Bahrain  base  for  the  'modest  charge'  of  a  few 
hundred  thousand  dollars  a  year."170  In  addition,  Bahrain  was  also  said 
to  occupy  an  important  place  in  the  "wider  plans"  of  the  American 
strategists.  Thus,  in  the  wake  of  the  1971  war  between  India  and  Paki¬ 
stan,  Washington  decided  to  establish  a  permanent  naval  presence  in 
the  Indian  Ocean.  With  this  in  mind,  the  United  States  began  construct¬ 
ing  a  major  base  on  the  island  of  Diego  Garcia.  It  was  intended  to 
supplement  the  naval  facilities  available  to  the  U.S.  navy  in  Australia 
and  South  Africa,  forming  what  the  Soviet  press  described  as  a  "triangle 
of  bases"  to  embrace  the  entire  Indian  Ocean  basin.  The  "northern  tier" 
of  this  system  would  rest  on  the  "strong  points"  retained  by  Great 
Britain  in  Oman  and  on  the  bases  situated  in  Bahrain.171 
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Otherwise,  Moscow  rejected  Washington's  argument  that  the  with¬ 
drawal  of  British  forces  from  the  Persian  Gulf  would  lead  to  regional 
instability.  On  the  contrary,  stability  was  being  threatened  by  the  "con¬ 
stant  interference  of  the  British  and  American  imperialism  in  the  affairs 
of  this  region.  .  .  ,"172  According  to  Soviet  analysts,  the  Western  powers 
were  determined  "to  retain  the  Gulf  countries  within  the  sphere  of  their 
influence  and  control."  This  goal  was  being  pursued  along  two  parallel 
tracks.  On  the  one  hand,  a  considerable  effort  was  being  made  to  keep 
"the  Persian  Gulf  countries  weak,  divided  .  .  .  and  thus  incapable  of 
withstanding  the  dictates  of  imperialism."  On  the  other  hand,  Soviet 
commentators  argued,  Washington  continued  to  push  the  discredited 
idea  of  setting  up,  "under  US  sponsorship,  a  broad  regional  military- 
political  alliance  in  the  Persian  Gulf  area."  In  pursuing  its  policies,  the 
United  States  enjoyed  the  full  backing  not  only  of  Great  Britain — now 
Washington's  "junior  partner" — but  also  of  the  "local  reactionary  cir¬ 
cles,"  whose  interests  coincided  with  those  of  the  "imperialist  powers." 
All  of  them  were  dedicated  to  "fight[ing]  against  the  forces  of  national 
liberation  and  social  emancipation."173  The  Soviet  policy  in  the  Gulf,  in 
contrast,  was  depicted  as  the  exact  opposite  of  that  conducted  by  the 
Western  powers  and  their  local  supporters.  Moscow  backed  the  Arab 
national  liberation  movement  and  favored  radical  political  and  socio¬ 
economic  reforms.  The  Kremlin  also  denied  allegations  about  a  Soviet 
threat  to  the  security  of  the  Persian  Gulf.174 

In  addition  to  military-strategic  and  political  considerations,  Soviet 
publications  continued  to  emphasize  the  economic  importance  of  the 
Persian  Gulf  to  the  Western  powers  in  general  and  to  the  United  States 
in  particular.  In  an  article,  "Oil  and  Politics,"  it  was  noted  that,  by  1972, 
the  U.S.  companies  accounted  for  more  than  half  of  the  petroleum 
extracted  in  the  Gulf  region.  Not  only  did  they  secure  "marvellous 
profits,"  but  the  United  States  also  became  more  dependent  on  im¬ 
ported  petroleum  for  its  domestic  consumption.  For  these  reasons, 
Washington,  like  London  before  it,  was  striving  to  gain  "guaranteed 
control"  over  Persian  Gulf  oil  through  exertion  of  "military  pressure" 
on  the  producer  countries.175  This  state  of  affairs  was  not  acceptable  to 
Moscow.  Falling  back  upon  the  Iranian  formulation,  the  Soviets  argued 
that  "questions  related  to  the  Persian  Gulf  area  should  be  solved  by  the 
states  of  the  area  in  conformity  with  the  principles  written  into  the  un 
charter,  and  without  outside  interference."176 

According  to  the  Soviet  press,  the  Arab-Israeli  war  of  October  1973 
contributed  to  a  general  weakening  of  the  Western  positions  in  the 
Persian  Gulf.  Large  financial  assistance  was  extended  to  the  "front-line" 
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states  by  the  Arab  Gulf  countries,  accompanied  by  an  oil  boycott  of 
some  Western  consumers,  including  the  United  States.  A  particularly 
telling  blow  against  the  "capitalist  monopolies"  was  struck  by  Kuwait 
which,  in  1974,  assumed  control  of  60  percent  of  the  shares  of  the 
Anglo-American  Kuwait  Petroleum  Company.  On  the  negative  side, 
however,  Soviet  publications  expressed  concern  about  the  continuing 
lack  of  progress  in  achieving  regional  security  and  stability.  As  in  the 
past,  the  Western  powers  were  held  responsible— they  persisted  in 
maintaining  military  presence  in  the  Gulf  and  in  "inflaming  regional 
conflicts."  The  United  States  did  not  withdraw  its  naval  detachment 
from  Bahrain,  although  the  latter  had  abrogated  the  1972  agreement 
after  the  outbreak  of  the  1973  war.  Washington  was  also  supplying  vast 
amounts  of  military  equipment  to  Saudi  Arabia  and  Iran  thus  stimulat¬ 
ing  a  regional  arms  race  of  "unheard  of  proportions."  As  a  result,  Tehran 
emerged  as  the  dominant  military  power  in  the  Gulf,  arousing  consider¬ 
able  apprehension  about  its  ultimate  intentions  among  its  Arab  neigh¬ 
bors.  In  1974,  Moscow  found  their  concern  well  justified,  as  attested  to 
by  its  condemnation  of  the  shah's  decision  to  dispatch  Iranian  forces  to 
assist  Sultan  Qabus  in  his  war  against  the  rebels  of  the  Popular  Front  for 
the  Liberation  of  Oman.177 

In  early  1975  the  USSR  stepped  up  its  propaganda  efforts  designed  to 
depict  the  United  States  as  the  major  destabilizing  factor  in  the  Persian 
Gulf  and  the  entire  Indian  Ocean  basin.  Pravda  reported  that  the  Bah¬ 
raini  facilities,  used  by  the  U.S.  navy,  were  being  expanded.178  More¬ 
over,  a  major  effort  had  been  launched  to  secure  for  the  U.S.  air  force 
the  use  of  the  British  base  on  Masirah:  a  secret  agreement  was  report¬ 
edly  reached  during  Sultan  Qabus's  January  1975  visit  to  Washing¬ 
ton.179  In  addition  to  the  Persian  Gulf,  the  access  to  Masirah  was  bound 
to  strengthen  the  overall  U.S.  strategic  posture  in  the  Indian  Ocean 
where,  according  to  Admiral  Elmo  Zumwalt,  the  United  States  should 
not  hesitate  to  use  military  power  in  the  pursuit  of  its  national  inter¬ 
ests. 

The  Soviet  commentators  remained  unshaken  in  their  belief  that,  in 
the  long  run,  the  "imperialist"  efforts  in  the  developing  world  were 
destined  to  fail.180  Nevertheless,  for  the  near  term,  Moscow  remained 
visibly  concerned  about  the  growing  U.S.  presence  in  the  Persian  Gulf 
and  in  the  Indian  Ocean  generally.  It  was  therefore  ironic  that  Soviet 
apprehensions  were  not  shared  by  any  of  the  Gulf  states,  including  Iraq, 
whose  attention  from  1972  through  1975  was  focused  not  so  much  on 
the  activities  of  the  outsiders  as  on  the  affairs  of  the  region  itself. 
Baghdad,  in  particular,  remained  too  preoccupied  with  its  internal  prob- 
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lems  and  the  steadily  deteriorating  relations  with  Tehran  to  pay  much 
public  attention  to  issues  that  were  of  central  concern  to  Moscow.  The 
Ba'thist  attitude  must  also  have  been  influenced  by  the  perception  of 
the  Kremlin's  pro-Iranian  stand  on  problems  separating  Tehran  and 
Baghdad. 

In  any  event,  the  determination  to  protect  the  "Arab  character  of  the 
Gulf,"  announced  in  the  late  1960s  and  designed  to  isolate  Iran,  re¬ 
mained  an  integral  part  of  most  of  Baghdad's  regional  diplomatic  initia¬ 
tives  in  the  period  between  1972  and  1975.  In  the  sense  that  all  of  the 
Arab  Gulf  states,  except  Oman,  continued  to  oppose  the  shah's  proposal 
for  a  regional  mutual  assistance  pact,  Iraq  may  be  said  to  have  scored  an 
important  victory.  However,  Baghdad's  efforts  to  drive  a  wedge  between 
Tehran  and  its  Arab  neighbors  proved  only  marginally  successful.  In 
1974,  only  the  PDRY  announced  itself  in  full  agreement  with  Iraq's 
stated  determination  to  defend  the  "Arab  character  of  the  Gulf."181 

Initially,  that  is  in  1972,  Baghdad  appeared  to  have  secured  the  back¬ 
ing  of  such  important  members  of  the  Gulf  community  as  the  United 
Arab  Emirates  and  Kuwait.  In  March  the  UAE  foreign  minister  de¬ 
nounced  Iran's  occupation  of  the  Gulf  islands  and  described  them  "an 
integral  part  of  the  Arab  homeland  which  must  be  retrieved  in  due 
course."  Kuwait  concurred — the  islands  as  well  as  the  Shatt  al-Arab 
were  "indivisable  parts  of  the  Arab  homeland,  proved  by  the  facts  of 
history,  population  and  law" — but  said  nothing  about  the  islands'  recov¬ 
ery.182  In  the  fall  of  1972  Kuwait  appeared  to  be  moving  closer  to  the 
Iraqi  position  when  some  of  its  publications  accused  Iran  of  collusion 
with  "British  and  US  imperialism"  as  well  as  with  Israel  for  the  purpose 
of  "occupying  other  parts  of  the  Gulf."  Nevertheless,  in  November, 
Kuwait  restored  diplomatic  relations  with  Iran.183 

Iraq's  efforts  to  elicit  support  from  Bahrain  and  Qatar,  too,  proved 
unsuccessful.  When  Foreign  Minister  Hadithi  revisited  both  countries 
in  the  spring  of  1972,  no  joint  statements  were  issued — a  clear  indica¬ 
tion  of  the  sheikhdoms'  determination  to  steer  a  neutral  course  in  the 
Baghdad-Tehran  dispute.184  But  the  most  serious  blow  to  Iraq's  efforts 
to  isolate  Iran  was  delivered  by  Saudi  Arabia.  In  December  1972  Minis¬ 
ter  of  State  for  Foreign  Affairs  Omar  al-Saqqaf  visited  Tehran  for  the 
stated  purpose  of  coordinating  Saudi  and  Iranian  policies  in  the  Gulf.  In 
an  interview  with  Kayhan  International,  Saqqaf  unequivocally  dis¬ 
tanced  Riyadh  from  the  anti-Iranian  campaign  waged  by  the  "so-called 
radical  Arabs"  over  the  question  of  Abu  Musa  and  the  Tunbs.  He  went 
on  to  say  that  "the  radicals'  voices  were  not  raised  because  the  islands 
were  Arab,  or  even  because  they  valued  them,  but  because  they  wanted 
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'to  spoil  the  atmosphere  of  the  region  and  create  conflict.' "  Saudi  Ara¬ 
bia  condemned  such  efforts  and  was  determined  to  cement  its  friend¬ 
ship  with  Iran,  a  relationship  which  Saqqaf  described  as  "the  corner¬ 
stone  of  our  foreign  policy."185  Two  assumptions  underlay  this  Saudi 
view:  Communism  and  the  Soviet  influence  represented  the  main 
threats  to  the  stability  and  security  of  the  Gulf  region  and  the  most 
efficient  method  of  countering  them  was  regional  cooperation  built 
around  the  Riyadh-Tehran  axis.  Equally  implicit  was  the  proposition 
that  Iraq's  anti-Iranian  campaign,  wittingly  or  otherwise,  served  to 
advance  Soviet  interests.  In  addition,  the  notion  of  a  Tehran-Riyadh 
alliance  was  strongly  encouraged  by  both  the  Nixon  and  Carter  admin¬ 
istrations  as  part  of  their  "Twin  Pillar"  policy  in  the  Persian  Gulf.  These 
considerations  left  Saudi  Arabia  no  choice  but  to  come  out  openly  in 
opposition  to  Baghdad's  policy  in  the  Gulf,  a  turn  of  events  which 
doomed  the  Ba'thist  efforts  to  forge  an  anti-Iranian  alliance. 

No  major  events  in  the  context  of  Gulf  security  occurred  until  the  fall 
of  1974,  when  Bahrain  revoked  its  decision  to  deny  the  U.S.  navy  the 
use  of  its  facilities.  According  to  the  International  Herald  Tribune, 
Bahrain  reversed  its  position  due  to  "discreet  pleas  from  the  United 
States  and  Iran"  which,  along  with  some  unspecified  Arab  states  (pre¬ 
sumably  Saudi  Arabia),  had  expressed  growing  concern  over  regional 
security  due  to  "increasing  Soviet  sea  and  air  activity  in  and  around  the 
Gulf."186 

Partly  in  an  attempt  to  counterbalance  the  negative  reaction  which 
its  decision  evoked  among  the  "radical"  Arab  states,  Bahrain  also  sug¬ 
gested  the  creation  of  a  formal  military  alliance  embracing  all  of  the 
Arab  Gulf  states.  On  November  20,  1974,  Kuwait's  al-Siyassah  quoted 
the  island's  foreign  minister  to  the  effect  that,  since  the  region's  Arab 
countries  had  "established  co-operation  and  co-ordination  in  all  other 
fields,  it  is  desirable  that  we  establish  co-operation  in  the  military  field 
as  well."  Otherwise,  the  "existing  co-operation  between  the  Arab  states 
of  the  Gulf  would  not  be  'fruitful.'"187  Lest  the  Bahraini  initiative  be 
construed  as  a  threat  to  the  security  of  Iran,  however,  the  minister,  in  an 
interview  with  Kayhan  International,  assured  Tehran  that  his  country 
had  "always"  advocated  cooperation  among  the  Gulf  states,  including 
"those  beyond  the  immediate  area"  (a  curious  formulation  presumably 
meaning  Iran).  Moreover,  Bahrain  was  in  favor  of  Mohammed  Reza 
Shah's  insistence  that  "the  affairs  of  the  Gulf  should  be  the  concern  of 
the  littoral  states  only,  and  that  the  Gulf  should  remain  a  'zone  of 
peace.'  "188 

Aimed  at  solidifying  the  Arab  position  and  at  establishing  a  degree  of 
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political  harmony  in  the  Gulf,  the  Bahraini  overtures  had  no  immediate 
impact  on  regional  affairs.  They  may,  however,  have  triggered  renewed 
Iraqi  efforts  to  seize  the  political  initiative  at  a  time  when  Baghdad- 
Tehran  relations  appeared  to  have  reached  another  low.189  In  January 
1975  Foreign  Minister  Sa'dun  Hammadi  visited  Saudi  Arabia,  the  UAE, 
Qatar,  and  Bahrain.  The  stated  purpose  of  the  trip  was  to  "co-ordinate” 
Arab  policy  in  the  Gulf.190  The  intent  of  Iraq's  policy  was  explained  by 
Saddam  Hussein.  In  an  interview  with  Cairo's  al-Ahram,  the  vice- 
chairman  of  the  rcc  reiterated  that  Iraq  would  make  "every  effort  and 
support  any  policy  aimed  at  preserving  the  Arab  nature  of  the  Gulf."  He 
suggested,  specifically,  the  signing  of  a  bilateral  defense  agreement  with 
Saudi  Arabia  which  would  include,  among  other  things,  "the  formation 
of  a  joint  navy."191  Given  the  well-known  Saudi  mistrust  of  Iraq's  inten¬ 
tions,  which  resurfaced  during  Hammadi's  January  visit  to  Riyadh  (his 
conversations  with  King  Faisal  were  described  as  having  been  con¬ 
ducted  "in  a  frank  and  fraternal  atmosphere"),192  nothing,  predictably, 
came  of  this  initiative.  As  it  happened,  this  did  not  matter  because 
Iraq's  diplomatic  efforts  aimed  at  isolating  Iran  were  soon  overtaken  by 
events.  As  noted  earlier,  in  March  1975  Baghdad  and  Tehran  agreed  to 
resolve  their  outstanding  differences. 


Evaluation 

An  examination  of  the  respective  Soviet  and  Iraqi  positions  on  some  of 
the  major  political  problems  facing  the  Persian  Gulf  after  the  announce¬ 
ment  of  Great  Britain's  intention  to  withdraw  its  forces  from  the  areas 
"East  of  Suez"  reveals  a  partial  coincidence  of  views  but  also  a  signifi¬ 
cant  divergence  of  interests.  Specifically,  Iraq,  along  with  most  other 
Gulf  states,  favored  London's  decision  and  explicitly  rejected  the  argu¬ 
ment  that  the  pullout  of  the  British  forces  would  result  in  a  "power 
vacuum"  which  would  eventually  be  filled  by  the  USSR.  On  the  con¬ 
trary,  Baghdad  and  others  pronounced  the  area's  governments  and  peo¬ 
ples  both  willing  and  able  to  handle  their  own  as  well  as  regional  affairs 
and  insisted  on  the  speedy  evacuation  of  the  British  troops  from  the 
Gulf.  Moreover,  Iraq  and  the  rest  of  the  Arab  Gulf  states  refused  to  join 
any  Western-sponsored  pacts  and  insisted  that  the  region's  defense 
should  be  entrusted  to  the  governments  of  the  littoral  countries,  all 
views  wholeheartedly  shared  by  Moscow. 

The  Kremlin  adjusted  easily  to  positions  on  which  relative  harmony 
prevailed  in  the  Persian  Gulf.  It  did  encounter  difficulties  in  attempting 
to  deal  with  some  of  the  area's  more  complex  political  issues,  however. 
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One  of  them  revolved  around  the  substance  and  the  form  of  regional 
cooperation  to  be  achieved  after  the  withdrawal  of  the  British  troops. 
For  example,  Iran's  participation  in  any  regional  defense  organization 
was  strongly  and  consistently  opposed  by  Iraq — an  early  manifestation 
of  Baghdad-Tehran  tensions  that  grew  appreciably  in  the  late  1960s  and 
early  1970s.  The  shah,  in  contrast,  favored  a  regional  defense  alliance  in 
which  Iran  would  play  an  important,  if  not  a  dominant,  part.  Competi¬ 
tion  between  the  two  rivals  presented  the  USSR  with  a  major  political 
problem  which  Moscow,  for  all  of  its  efforts,  proved  unable  to  solve. 

Another  illustration  of  diverging  Soviet  and  Iraqi  interests  was  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  decision  to  proceed  with  the  formation  of  the  Lower  Gulf 
Federation.  Iraq  had  endorsed  the  plan  early  and  unconditionally,  but  its 
attitude  underwent  a  gradual  change  and  resulted  in  nonrecognition  of 
the  UAE  in  December  1971.  Moscow  reacted  differently.  The  project 
was  initially  greeted  with  reservation,  was  given  guarded  approval  in 
1970,  and  the  new  state  was  recognized  by  the  USSR  soon  after  its 
inception.  It  was  hardly  a  coincidence  that  there  were  no  references  to 
Iraq's  position  in  the  Soviet  pronouncements  on  the  federation.  More¬ 
over,  the  USSR  cared  little  about  the  future  status  of  the  disputed  Gulf 
islands,  whereas  Baghdad  was  deeply  involved  in  that  dispute. 

In  short,  the  disharmony  in  Soviet  and  Iraqi  approaches  to  various 
regional  problems  was  caused  by  diverging  interests  which  the  two 
countries  were  pursuing  in  the  Gulf.  While  Moscow  was  concerned 
primarily  with  undermining  the  Western  position  and  strengthening  its 
own,  Baghdad  was  preoccupied  with  the  contest  for  political  leadership 
in  the  Persian  Gulf  which  it  had  long  waged  with  Iran.  The  rivalry 
between  the  region's  two  most  powerful  states,  whose  cooperation  the 
Soviets  had  been  actively  seeking,  confronted  the  USSR  with  a  di¬ 
lemma.  It  could  offer  its  support  to  one  of  the  sides  and  risk  alienating 
the  other,  or  it  could  adopt  a  neutral  stance  and  attempt  to  maintain 
cordial  relations  with  both.  The  latter  course  of  action  harbored  the 
obvious  danger  of  antagonizing  both  parties  without  securing  any  tangi¬ 
ble  returns  from  either. 

It  is  evident  that  the  Kremlin,  opting  for  what  it  no  doubt  regarded  as 
the  lesser  of  the  two  evils,  chose  the  second  alternative.  In  so  doing,  the 
USSR,  albeit  indirectly,  came  out  in  opposition  to  Iraq's  efforts  to  iso¬ 
late  Iran  and  to  project  itself  into  a  leadership  role  in  Gulf  affairs.  Put 
differently,  as  a  result  of  their  desire  to  remain  on  good  terms  with  both 
Baghdad  and  Tehran,  the  Soviets  wound  up  performing  a  balancing  act, 
leaning  toward  Iraq  in  the  period  between  1968  and  1971,  tilting  toward 
Iran  from  1972  to  1974,  and  coming  out  strongly  in  support  of  Iraq  in 
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late  1974-  In  conducting  this  type  of  policy,  the  Kremlin  occasionally 
scored  some  points  with  one  of  the  antagonists  but  invariably  alienated 
the  other. 

More  specifically,  during  the  period  from  1968  through  1971,  Moscow 
and  Baghdad  shared  common  ground  in  their  opposition  to  Western 
efforts  to  stabilize  the  Gulf  region,  with  the  USSR  maintaining  a  dis¬ 
creet  silence  on  Iraq's  rivalry  with  Iran  and  working  to  improve  rela¬ 
tions  with  Tehran.  From  1971  to  1974,  a  period  which,  in  retrospect, 
deserves  to  be  labeled  the  high  water  mark  of  Moscow-Baghdad  rela¬ 
tions,  the  Kremlin  turned  down  Saddam  Hussein's  public  request  for 
Soviet  backing  of  the  Ba'th's  Gulf  policy  and  continued  to  voice  respect 
for  the  shah's  insistence  on  the  legitimacy  of  Iran's  role  in  regional 
affairs.  The  late  1974  shift  in  favor  of  Iraq  was  caused  by  the  rapidly 
deteriorating  situation  in  Kurdistan,  a  turn  of  events  to  which  Moham¬ 
med  Reza  Shah  had  made  an  important  contribution  and  which  Mos¬ 
cow  regarded  as  inimical  to  its  interests.  In  1975  Iran  and  Iraq  recon¬ 
ciled  their  differences.  Although  the  Soviets  applauded  the  outcome, 
the  rapprochement  between  Baghdad  and  Tehran  provided  another  ex¬ 
ample  of  Iraq's  determination  to  conduct  an  independent  foreign  policy 
in  spite  of  its  heavy  reliance  on  the  USSR. 

In  addition  to  the  Baghdad-Tehran  rivalry,  the  USSR  also  became 
actively  involved  in  the  Iraq-Kuwait  crisis  of  March  1973.  The  Kremlin 
not  only  chose  to  oppose  the  Ba'th's  efforts  to  acquire  parts  of  Kuwait's 
territory  by  military  means  but  also  exerted  its  influence  in  Baghdad  to 
effect  the  withdrawal  of  Iraqi  forces. 

In  sum,  an  analysis  of  Soviet  and  Iraqi  policies  in  the  Persian  Gulf  in 
the  period  between  1968  and  1975  brings  to  light  complementary  posi¬ 
tions  (such  as  their  joint,  pronounced  anti-Western  as  well  as  "anticon¬ 
servative"  attitudes)  but  also  conflicting  aspirations  and  interests  (as  in 
the  case  of  the  Iraqi-Iranian  and  Iraqi-Kuwaiti  relations).  In  retrospect, 
Moscow  appears  to  have  initially  disapproved  of  Baghdad's  hostility  to 
Tehran  and  to  have  occasionally  (as  was  the  case  in  February  1972) 
attempted  to  exert  influence  on  the  Ba'th  to  moderate  its  anti-Iranian 
stance.  These  efforts  were  unsuccessful  despite  Iraq's  dependence  on 
the  USSR  and  the  signing,  in  April  1972,  of  the  Treaty  of  Friendship  and 
Cooperation.  Significantly,  the  same  was  true  of  Saddam  Hussein's 
attempt,  made  also  in  February  1972,  to  prevail  upon  the  Soviets  to 
support  Iraq's  aspirations  in  the  Persian  Gulf.  In  late  1974,  for  reasons 
described  in  chapter  3,  the  Kremlin  shifted  its  position  and  tried  to 
persuade  the  shah  to  discontinue  his  policy  of  support  of  the  Kurdish 
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nationalists  in  Iraq.  This  initiative,  as  well  as  pressure  to  scale  down 
arms  purchases  from  the  United  States,  proved  counterproductive. 

The  only  positive  exercise  of  Soviet  influence  occurred  in  March 
1973/  when  the  USSR,  along  with  the  rest  of  the  Arab  states,  prevailed 
upon  Iraq  to  withdraw  its  forces  from  the  Kuwaiti  territory.  This  time 
Moscow's  efforts  were  crowned  with  success  but  it  is  probable  that  its 
intervention  was  resented  bitterly  by  Baghdad  and  served  as  an  addi¬ 
tional  illustration  of  the  basic  incompatibility  of  the  two  countries' 
long-range  interests.  The  Ba'th  had  no  choice  but  to  swallow  this  bitter 
pill,  but  it  may  be  safely  assumed  that  the  lesson  learned  by  the  Iraqi 
leaders  had  been  neither  forgotten  nor  forgiven.  It  was  merely  shelved, 
being  subordinated  to  bigger  and  more  important  issues.  Leading  among 
them  was  the  unsettled  situation  in  northern  Iraq  and  the  growing 
likelihood  that  the  Kurdish  problem  would  have  to  be  resolved  on  the 
battlefield,  a  development  requiring  large-scale  Soviet  military  and  po¬ 
litical  support.  Nevertheless,  even  the  experiences  of  1974  and  1975 
drove  home  to  the  Kremlin  the  limits  of  its  ability  to  influence  the 
major  policies  of  the  Iraqi  Ba'th.  Having  used  the  USSR  for  its  own 
purposes,  Baghdad  proceeded  to  assert  itself  across  the  entire  spectrum 
of  governmental  activities  without  consultation  with  Moscow  and  re¬ 
gardless  of  whether  its  actions  were  agreeable  to  the  Russians. 
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The  Ba'th's  determination  to  subdue  the  Kurds  helped  pave  the  way  for 
the  Algiers  agreement  of  March  1975.  In  its  wake,  Iraq  adopted  a  more 
moderate  and  pragmatic  policy  designed  to  improve  relations  with  the 
conservative  Gulf  states,  a  policy  that  was  reasonably  successful,  al¬ 
though  its  Iranian  component  disintegrated  after  the  shah's  downfall  in 
1979- 

In  any  event,  relations  between  Baghdad  and  Tehran  improved  rapidly 
after  the  signing  of  the  Algiers  accord.  In  late  March,  Prime  Minister 
Hoveida  traveled  to  Baghdad  and  conferred  with  President  Bakr  and 
Saddam  Hussein.  According  to  the  joint  communique  of  March  29,  the 
sides  undertook  "to  expand  co-operation  in  all  fields,  including  political 
issues,  trade  and  economic  relations."1  One  month  later,  an  Iraqi  dele¬ 
gation,  consisting  of  Saddam  Hussein,  Foreign  Minister  Hammadi,  and 
Minister  of  Interior  Izzat  Ibrahim  al-Duri,  arrived  in  Tehran.  According 
to  Saddam  Hussein,  the  purpose  of  the  visit  was  to  "extend  .  .  .  [the] 
spirit  [of  the  Algiers  accord]  to  other  areas,"  one  of  which  was  military 
cooperation  among  the  Gulf  states.2  This  flurry  of  diplomatic  activity 
led,  in  June  1975,  to  the  formal  signing  of  the  Iraqi-Iranian  treaty,  which 
was  based  on  and  incorporated  the  main  provisions  of  the  March  agree¬ 
ment.3 

The  next  step  in  the  rapidly  developing  cooperation  between  the  two 
states  was  taken  in  August  1975.  During  the  visit  to  Baghdad  of  Iranian 
Minister  of  Interior  Jamshid  Amuzegar,  Iraq  and  Iran  agreed  "to  pro¬ 
mote  the  further  development  and  strengthening  of  bilateral  rela¬ 
tions."4  High-level  contacts  continued  later  in  the  year  and  into  1976 — 
in  August,  Hammadi  traveled  to  Tehran,  while  Foreign  Minister  Kha- 
latbari  and  Hoveida  visited  Baghdad  in  December  1975  and  January 
1976,  respectively.5 
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Relations  cooled  temporarily  in  January  1976,  after  the  information 
ministers  of  the  Gulf's  Arab  states  approved  a  Kuwaiti  proposal  for  the 
establishment  of  the  Arabian  Gulf  News  Agency.  The  decision  pro¬ 
voked  a  storm  of  protest  in  Tehran.  On  January  7,  Khalatbari  announced 
Iran's  decision  to  "review"  its  policy  toward  the  neighboring  Arab  states 
should  they  persist  in  using  "a  fictitious  name"  for  the  Persian  Gulf. 
Four  days  later,  Mohammed  Reza  Shah  ordered  Iranian  ambassadors  to 
the  Arab  Gulf  states  to  return  home  "for  consultations."6  Iraq  proved 
equally  inflexible.  In  April,  Foreign  Minister  Hammadi  "refused  to 
accept  two  messages  from  the  Iranian  Government"  because  they  had 
contained  references  to  "the  Persian  Gulf."  Tehran  described  the  inci¬ 
dent  as  "totally  unacceptable"  and  expressed  concern  over  Baghdad's 
seeming  unwillingness  to  improve  relations  between  the  two  states.7 
Tension  eased  in  June  1976,  when  Hammadi  visited  Tehran  and  ex¬ 
changed  the  "final  copies"  of  the  1975  treaty.  A  few  weeks  later,  Presi¬ 
dent  Bakr  spoke  of  Iran  as  a  country  with  which  Iraq  enjoyed  "relations 
of  good-neighbourliness."8 

For  the  next  three  years — until  the  shah's  overthrow  in  1979 — rela¬ 
tions  between  Iraq  and  Iran  continued  to  improve.  This  was  evidenced 
in  an  unusually  high  number  of  top-level  visits,  in  the  warm  praise  for 
their  cooperation  emanating  from  both  capitals,  and  in  a  multitude  of 
bilateral  agreements.  Thus,  in  January  1977  Hammadi  returned  to 
Tehran.  In  the  joint  communique,  the  sides  expressed  their  "determina¬ 
tion  to  expand  [bilateral]  relations"  and  "reaffirmed"  their  adherence  to 
"the  principles  of  full  respect  for  national  sovereignty,  non-interference 
in  internal  affairs,  and  the  peaceful  settlement  of  disputes."9  In  March, 
Iran  and  Iraq  signed  an  agreement  delineating  the  frontier  areas  to  be 
exchanged  between  them.10  In  July  they  agreed  on  the  organizational 
framework  to  foster  bilateral  cooperation.  The  Joint  Ministerial  Com¬ 
mittee,  set  up  in  1975  and  meeting  for  the  first  time,  established  sub¬ 
committees  to  deal  with  "energy,  agriculture  and  fisheries;  trade,  tran¬ 
sit,  customs  and  communications;  oil,  gas  and  geology;  education  and 
tourism;  and  consular  affairs."  In  addition,  Iran  and  Iraq  signed  agree¬ 
ments  expediting  "trade,  cultural  co-operation,  co-operation  between 
the  . . .  ministries  of  Interior,  tourism,  agriculture  and  fisheries,  and  the 
establishment  of  a  link  between  the  Iraqi  and  Iranian  railway  net¬ 
works."  In  November  1977  Iraq  and  Iran  signed  another  trade  agree¬ 
ment.11  One  of  the  few  major  policy  differences  to  arise  between  them 
was  the  issue  of  a  regional  security  pact,  a  subject  to  be  discussed  later 
in  this  chapter.  The  problem,  although  serious,  was  not  allowed  to 
disrupt  the  rapidly  developing  cooperation  between  Iran  and  Iraq. 
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Relations  continued  to  expand  in  1978.  Among  highlights  was  the 
second  session  of  the  Joint  Ministerial  Committee  which  met  in 
Baghdad  in  late  February  and  early  March.  It  concerned  itself  with 
"promoting  co-operation  in  such  areas  as  fishing,  commerce,  power, 
communications  and  diplomatic  representation."  (According  to  rumors 
circulating  at  the  time,  Foreign  Minister  Khalatbari  requested  the  Iraqi 
government  to  expel  Ayatollah  Rohollah  Khomeini  who  was  then  living 
in  the  Shi'i  religious  center  of  Najaf.  The  reports  proved  correct.  On  Oc¬ 
tober  6,  after  being  refused  asylum  in  Kuwait,  the  Ayatollah  left  Iraq  for 
France.)12  Finally,  an  important  tourism  agreement  permitting  40,000 
Iranian  pilgrims  to  visit  the  Shi'i  holy  places  in  Iraq  was  signed  in  May. 13 
Close  relations  between  the  two  countries  were  terminated  abruptly  in 
the  first  half  of  1979,  when  the  shah's  overthrow  brought  to  power  the 
fundamentalist  religious  regime  headed  by  Ayatollah  Khomeini. 

The  Algiers  accord  weakened  Moscow's  ability  to  influence  Baghdad, 
but,  nevertheless,  the  USSR  adopted  a  benevolent  attitude  toward  Iraq's 
efforts  to  normalize  relations  with  Iran.  This  position  was  consistent 
with  the  general  themes  advanced  by  the  Soviets  throughout  the  1970s: 
local  and  regional  tensions  in  the  Gulf  area  had  been  fostered  by  the 
"imperialist"  powers;  settlements  of  disputes  served  the  cause  of  uni¬ 
versal  peace;  and  Iraq  and  Iran,  in  resolving  their  differences,  had  set  a 
worthy  example  which  others  would  be  wise  to  emulate.  Moreover,  the 
Kremlin  had  long  urged  the  Gulf  states  to  base  their  mutual  relations  on 
what  Foreign  Minister  Gromyko  described  as  "trust  and  goodneigh- 
borly  cooperation."14  Public  displays  of  friendship  toward  Tehran,  rein¬ 
forced  by  extensive  high-level  contacts  and  steadily  growing  trade  rela¬ 
tions  between  the  USSR  and  Iran,15  appeared  frequently  in  the  Soviet 
publications  in  the  latter  1970s,  despite  occasionally  bitter  criticism  of 
the  shah's  military  buildup  program  and  of  his  rapprochement  with  the 
United  States. 


Gulf  “National  Liberation’’  Movements 

A  more  visible  illustration  of  the  diverging  Soviet  and  Iraqi  interests  in 
the  Gulf  was  provided  by  their  respective  attitudes  toward  the  self- 
styled  "national  liberation"  movements,  above  all  the  Popular  Front  for 
the  Liberation  of  Oman  (pflo)16  and  the  National  Liberation  Front  of 
Bahrain  (nlfb). 

According  to  The  Voice  of  the  Oman  Revolution  radio,  broadcasting 
from  Aden  in  mid- 197 5,  Iraq,  along  with  Libya,  the  PDRY,  and  the 
Palestine  Liberation  Organization,  were  classified  as  staunch  Arab  sup- 
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porters  of  the  pflo.  Opposed  to  them  were  the  forces  of  the  "reaction¬ 
aries,  slackers  and  defeatists,"  led  by  Iran,  Saudi  Arabia,  and  Jordan.17 
Nevertheless,  soon  after  the  March  1975  reconciliation  between  Tehran 
and  Baghdad,  rumors  began  to  circulate  that  Iraq  had  decided  to  termi¬ 
nate  its  backing  of  the  Popular  Front.  (Baghdad  had  in  fact  undertaken  to 
do  so  as  part  of  the  Algiers  accord.)18  An  early  indication  of  the  reported 
change  in  Iraq's  position  was  contained  in  a  pflo  communique,  made 
public  in  Aden  in  August  1975.  Among  other  things,  it  attacked  plans 
for  convening  a  Gulf  security  conference  as  "a  damaging  conspiracy  . .  . 
which  aims  to  subject  the  Arab  people  of  the  Gulf  to  Iranian-American 
influence."19  Because  Iraq  was  on  record  as  favoring  the  conference,  the 
pflo  statement  represented  a  veiled  attack  on  Baghdad — it  is  inconceiv¬ 
able  that  language  of  this  kind  would  have  been  used  against  a  friendly 
Arab  government.  Put  differently,  by  August  1975,  the  Popular  Front 
must  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that,  due  to  its  rapprochement  with 
"reactionary"  Iran,  Iraq  had  decided  to  abandon  the  pflo  to  its  own 
devices. 

Another  straw  in  the  wind  was  a  report  that,  on  the  shah's  insistence, 
Iraq  was  revising  its  hostile  attitude  toward  Oman.  Although  al-Thaw- 
rah,  on  September  8,  1975,  called  for  "increased  action  in  the  guerrilla 
war"  in  Dhofar  as  well  as  for  the  overthrow  of  Sultan  Qabus,  Beirut's 
usually  well-informed  al-Nahar,  only  two  days  later,  predicted  an  im¬ 
pending  change  in  Baghdad's  attitude.20  The  rumors  proved  correct.  In 
January  1976,  Iraq  and  Oman  established  diplomatic  relations,  a  move 
followed  by  a  violent  anti-Baghdad  campaign  from  the  pflo.21  These  de¬ 
velopments  were  correctly  interpreted  to  mean  the  termination  of  Bagh¬ 
dad's  policy  of  support  of  the  pflo  and  of  opposition  to  Sultan  Qabus. 
This  conclusion  was  subsequently  reinforced  by  a  Damascus  Radio 
broadcast  which  asserted  that  the  Iraqi  Ba'th  had  issued  an  "internal  cir¬ 
cular"  announcing  the  end  of  the  Dhofar  rebellion.  The  Iraqis  reportedly 
argued  that  the  uprising  "had  been  a  mechanical  copy  of  non-Arab  revo¬ 
lutions,  . . .  the  circumstances  had  not  been  ripe,  and  . . .  the  Arab  people 
were  not  ready  to  engage  in  such  an  adventure."  As  a  result,  Damascus 
Radio  announced,  the  Baghdad  offices  of  "the  armed  organizations  and 
fronts  of  the  liberation  movements  in  the  Arabian  Gulf  area"  had  been 
ordered  closed.22  In  spite  of  the  Iraqi  denials,23  Damascus  Radio  was 
telling  the  truth.  This  conclusion  was  reinforced  by  Baghdad's  concerted 
efforts  to  improve  relations  not  only  with  Iran,  but  also  with  the  conser¬ 
vative  Arab  Gulf  states,  above  all  Saudi  Arabia,  well  known  as  a  staunch 
supporter  of  Sultan  Qabus  and  a  resolute  opponent  of  the  pflo. 

The  region's  other  "national  liberation"  movement  which  initially 
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enjoyed  some  Iraqi  support  was  the  National  Liberation  Front  of  Bah¬ 
rain.  In  October  1975  the  Iraqi  News  Agency  reported  that  a  nlfb 
delegation  had  arrived  in  Baghdad  "to  explain  the  circumstances  and 
dimensions  of  the  national  struggle  in  Bahrayn."24  Although  the  arrival 
of  the  delegation  and  the  publicity  which  it  received  indicated  a  mea¬ 
sure  of  Iraqi  backing,  the  organization's  fortunes,  like  those  of  the  pflo, 
were  soon  subordinated  to  larger  considerations  of  Baghdad's  Gulf  pol¬ 
icy.  It  was  no  coincidence  that  Bahrain's  prime  minister  visited  Iraq 
soon  afterward,  in  November  1975.  According  to  official  reports,  his 
"talks  centered  on  bilateral  relations  and  the  question  of  Gulf  security." 
It  is  also  important  to  note  that  the  first  economic  agreement  between 
the  two  states  was  signed  during  the  premier's  visit.25  In  short,  in  the 
overall  context  of  Baghdad's  attempted  reconciliation  with  the  Gulf's 
conservative  rulers,  there  was  clearly  little  room  for  the  "national  liber¬ 
ation"  movements  in  Oman  or  Bahrain. 

As  already  noted,  in  the  late  1960s  the  USSR  openly  favored  the 
Popular  Front  for  the  Liberation  of  Oman  and  the  Arabian  Gulf 
(pfloag).26  In  the  early  1970s  this  stance  was  reinforced  by  Moscow's 
rapprochement  with  the  PDRY,  a  staunch  supporter  of  the  Dhofari 
rebels,  and,  in  more  general  terms,  by  the  Soviet  Union's  intensifying 
regional  competition  with  its  major  international  rivals,  the  United 
States  and  the  People's  Republic  of  China.27  In  addition  to  moral  back¬ 
ing,  the  Soviets  also  provided  the  Popular  Front  with  light  arms,  am¬ 
munition,  and  military  training  administered  by  Cuban  advisors  sta¬ 
tioned  in  the  PDRY. 

It  is  equally  significant,  however,  that  after  1975  the  USSR  did  not 
strongly  object  to  the  Iranian  involvement  in  the  Dhofar  war,  an  atti¬ 
tude  prompted  by  unwillingness  to  antagonize  the  shah  over  an  issue  in 
which  the  Soviets  were  interested  only  peripherally  but  which  could 
negatively  affect  their  steadily  improving  relations  with  Tehran.28  In 
any  event,  in  1975,  as  the  pflo's  position  continued  to  deteriorate, 
Pravda  expressed  apprehension  about  the  shift  of  military  operations 
into  the  vicinity  of  the  PDRY  border.  Aleksei  Vasil'ev  wrote  that  the 
"renewed  interventionist  activity  in  Dhofar  .  .  .  [had]  created  a  dan¬ 
gerous  source  of  tension"  and  warned  that  in  their  struggle  to  prevent 
the  "establishment  in  Arabia  [of]  colonialism  of  a  new  type  .  .  .  ,  the 
patriots  of  Arabia  are  not  alone."29  In  retrospect,  it  would  appear  that 
the  veiled  warning  of  Oman  and  its  chief  backer  Iran  was  not  an  expres¬ 
sion  of  major  concern  over  the  fate  of  the  pflo.  Rather,  it  was  intended 
to  preclude  the  possibility  of  military  action  spilling  over  into  the 
PDRY,  by  then  a  major  Soviet  client  in  the  Arab  world. 
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The  joint  Soviet-Kuwaiti  communique  of  December  5,  1975,  pro¬ 
vided  additional  insights  into  Moscow's  changing  position  on  the  Gulf's 
"national  liberation"  movements.  It  said  that  the  sides  favored  the 
"establishment  of  trust  and  goodneighborly  cooperation  between  all 
states  of  the  Gulf  zone  on  the  basis  of  noninterference  in  their  internal 
affairs  [and]  of  respect  for  their  right  to  free  and  independent  develop¬ 
ment."30  While  reference  to  "noninterference  in  .  .  .  internal  affairs" 
might  have  been  construed  as  condemnation  of  Iran's  efforts  to  help 
subdue  the  pflo,  the  phrase  could  just  as  easily  have  been  interpreted  as 
defending  Sultan  Qabus's  right  to  take  whatever  action  he  wished  to 
insure  "free  and  independent  development"  of  Oman. 

Be  that  as  it  may  examination  of  the  material  on  the  Gulf  "national 
liberation"  movements  which  appeared  in  the  Soviet  press  in  the  latter 
1970s  reinforces  the  conclusion  that  the  Kremlin  had  lost  most  of  its 
interest  in  the  pflo.  The  Popular  Front  was  not  entirely  forgotten,  but 
references  to  it  became  rare.  For  example,  in  the  spring  of  1976,  Pravda 
lent  its  pages  to  expressions  of  concern  voiced  by  the  Iraqi  Communist 
party.  Addressing  the  Third  Congress  of  the  icp,  First  Secretary  Aziz 
Mohammed  spoke  of  "new  attempts  ...  to  suppress  the  national- 
liberation  movement  in  Oman  and  in  the  Arabian  peninsula."  Fie  then 
proceeded  to  call  for  the  "expulsion  of  the  Iranian  and  British  hirelings 
participating  in  the  operations  against  the  Omani  patriots."31  While  the 
publication  of  this  part  of  Aziz  Mohammed's  speech  in  the  official 
organ  of  the  cpsu  could  have  been  interpreted  as  continuing  Soviet 
support  of  the  pflo,  it  was,  in  retrospect,  clearly  devoid  of  any  specific 
policy  implications. 

Another  article  on  the  "continuing  struggle"  in  Oman  appeared  in 
1978.  In  tracing  the  history  of  the  various  organizations  committed  to 
the  overthrow  of  the  monarchy,  the  author  admitted  that  the  pflo  had 
in  fact  been  wiped  out  in  Dhofar.  By  recognizing  the  impact  of  the 
reforms  instituted  by  Sultan  Qabus  as  a  factor  in  the  defeat,  however,  he 
introduced  a  novel  element  into  standard  Soviet  explanations  of  the 
failure  suffered  by  the  Popular  Front.  Nevertheless,  in  the  Soviet  ac¬ 
counts,  the  main  cause  for  the  pflo's  defeat  remained,  as  before,  the 
presence  in  Oman  of  foreign  troops  from  Jordan  and,  above  all,  Iran.32 
Otherwise,  Moscow's  attention  remained  focused  on  the  PDRY  and 
particularly  on  the  anti-Aden  activities  of  the  Gulf's  "reactionary  re¬ 
gimes"  (Oman,  Iran,  and  Saudi  Arabia)  which  reportedly  enjoyed  the 
support  of  the  "imperialist  powers"  as  well  as  of  the  People's  Republic  of 
China.33  The  latter's  rapprochement  with  Oman,  in  particular,  was 
subjected  to  strong  Soviet  criticism.34 
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In  addition  to  the  pflo,  the  Kremlin  maintained  contacts  with  the 
National  Liberation  Front  of  Bahrain:  in  the  spring  of  1976  a  nlfb 
delegation  visited  the  USSR.35  However,  its  political  value  (or,  rather, 
the  lack  of  it)  to  Moscow  was  underscored  by  the  benign  neglect  af¬ 
forded  the  Bahraini  Front  by  the  major  Soviet  publications. 

A  comparison  between  the  respective  Iraqi  and  Soviet  positions  on 
pfloag-pflo  indicates  a  considerable  convergence  of  views  in  the  early 
1 970s,  when  both  states,  as  well  as  the  PDRY,  emerged  as  the  Popular 
Front's  main  outside  backers.  Baghdad's  moral  and  material  support  of 
the  Dhofari  insurgents,  extended  as  part  of  its  "anti-conservative"  cam¬ 
paign,  was  discontinued  in  the  wake  of  the  Algiers  accord  of  March  1975 
and  its  demise  was  sealed  with  the  establishment  of  diplomatic  rela¬ 
tions  with  Oman.  In  1975  and  1976,  the  USSR,  too,  lowered  the  volume 
and  the  pitch  of  its  expressions  of  commitment  to  the  pflo,  voicing 
public  concern  only  when  faced  with  the  possibility  of  an  Iranian- 
Omani  intrusion  into  the  PDRY.  When  it  became  obvious  that  none  was 
forthcoming,  Moscow  toned  down  its  public  interest  in  the  Popular 
Front. 

There  is  no  evidence  of  any  Soviet  pressure  on  Iraq  in  the  general 
context  of  the  Omani  situation.  Nor  is  there  any  reason  to  believe  that 
the  USSR  would  have  attempted  to  exercise  what  influence  it  had  in 
Baghdad  over  an  issue  of  only  marginal  importance  to  both  states.  Not 
only  would  such  an  endeavor  have  detracted  from  Moscow's  overall 
ability  to  influence  the  Ba'th,  it  would  have  also,  without  doubt,  proved 
counterproductive.  Relations  between  Baghdad  and  Tehran,  which  had 
a  direct  bearing  on  Iraq's  Gulf  policies,  were  much  more  important  to 
the  Ba'th  than  the  fate  of  the  region's  "national  liberation"  movements. 

Thus,  relative  harmony  prevailed  between  Iraq  and  the  USSR  on  this 
issue  until  the  Baghdad-Tehran  agreement  of  1975.  After  that,  Moscow 
continued  to  pay  occasional  lip-service  to  the  pflo,  while  the  Ba'thist 
regime  proceeded  to  improve  relations  with  the  Popular  Front's  chief 
antagonists — Oman  and  Iran.  During  the  latter  1970s,  the  divergence  of 
Soviet  and  Iraqi  interests  had  thus  become  apparent.  However,  not  too 
much  significance  should  be  attached  to  this;  for  both  Moscow  and 
Baghdad,  the  pflo  (let  alone  the  nlfb)  remained,  at  best,  a  sideshow,  and 
not  too  significant  a  one  at  that. 


Regional  Security  and  Cooperation,  1975-1976 

The  conference  of  Islamic  foreign  ministers,  meeting  in  Jiddah  (Saudi 
Arabia)  in  July  1975,  worked  out  a  formula  for  regional  security  that  was 
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acceptable  to  all  of  the  Gulf  states.  They  expressed  themselves  in  favor 
of  excluding  the  outside  powers  and  of  keeping  the  region  free  from 
foreign  military  bases.  They  also  reiterated  their  insistence  that  the 
area's  security  was  the  exclusive  responsibility  of  the  Gulf  states.36 
However,  this  facade  of  harmony  could  not  conceal  the  differences, 
which  continued  to  divide  some  of  the  Gulf's  major  actors,  on  how  best 
to  promote  regional  security. 

Iraq's  position,  after  the  signing  of  the  Algiers  accord,  retained  some 
of  its  former  features  but  also  contained  new  elements.  Specifically, 
shortly  before  his  spring  1975  visit  to  Tehran,  Saddam  Hussein  spoke  of 
Baghdad's  determination  to  explore  with  the  other  Gulf  states  "the 
possibility  of  establishing  'security  structures'  to  replace  foreign  mili¬ 
tary  alliances."  He  then  proceeded  to  make  two  important  points.  First, 
reiterating  an  earlier  theme,  Saddam  Hussein  said  that  the  Gulf  as  well 
as  the  Indian  Ocean  should  be  declared  "a  peace  zone,  cleared  of  all 
foreign  military  bases."  Second,  in  a  new  departure,  he  suggested  that 
the  Iraqi-Iranian  rapprochement  "could  lead  to  a  decrease  in  the  arms 
race  in  the  Gulf."  Saddam  Hussein  went  on  to  add,  however,  that  al¬ 
though  relations  between  Baghdad  and  Tehran  were  "proceeding  in  such 
a  way  as  to  reduce  the  search  for  procurement  of  arms,"  the  continuing 
occupation  of  Arab  territory  by  the  "Zionist  enemy"  left  Iraq  no  choice 
but  to  continue  acquiring  modern  weapons.37 

President  Bakr  shed  additional  light  on  Baghdad's  position  when,  in 
his  revolution  day  speech  of  July  17,  1975,  he  disclosed  that  Saddam 
Hussein's  recent  visit  to  Iran  had  resulted  in  an  agreement  between  the 
two  states  "to  impose  controls  to  ensure  freedom  of  navigation  in  the 
Gulf."38  Because  that  particular  issue  (along  with  the  problem  of  re¬ 
gional  military  alliances)  had  been  a  major  bone  of  contention  between 
Tehran  and  Baghdad,  Bakr's  statement  created  the  impression  that  it 
had  been  resolved  on  Iran's  terms.  Specifically,  Mohammed  Reza  Shah 
had  favored  "a  restrictive  legal  regime  governing  the  rights  of  outside 
powers  to  transit  the  Straits  of  Hormuz."39  Iraq,  in  contrast,  insisted  on 
"maximum  freedom  of  navigation"  in  the  Gulf.  In  retrospect,  Baghdad's 
stand  was  governed  by  political  rather  than  legal  considerations.  Iraq's 
outlet  to  the  Gulf  was  limited  and  its  navy  was  no  match  for  its  Iranian 
counterpart.  Under  these  circumstances,  to  give  in  to  the  shah  would 
have  been  tantamount  to  recognizing  Iran's  role  as  the  Gulf's  leading 
power.  In  any  event,  as  it  turned  out,  Bakr's  reference  to  "imposition  of 
controls"  did  not  mean  Iraq's  submission  to  Iranian  pressure. 

Bakr  also  went  out  of  his  way  to  emphasize  that  the  Algiers  accord  did 
not  signify  adoption  of  "the  'formulae  and  concepts  of  regional  al- 
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liances.' "  On  the  contrary,  their  rejection  remained  "a  central  principle 
in  our  policy."  The  speech  was  noteworthy  for  yet  another  reason.  In  a 
major  foreign  policy  departure,  Bakr  announced  that,  following  the 
Algiers  agreement  and  in  line  with  "our  clear  pan- Arab  outlook,"  Iraq 
was  now  determined  to  "deepen  understanding  with  the  Arab  countries 
in  the  Gulf,  particularly  Saudi  Arabia.  .  .  ,"40 
The  statements  by  Saddam  Hussein  and  Bakr  served  as  another  in¬ 
dication  that  although  Baghdad  and  Tehran  agreed  on  the  necessity  of 
protecting  the  security  of  the  Gulf  by  local  or  regional  means,  they 
continued  to  differ  on  how  to  achieve  that  goal.  Additional  evidence 
supporting  this  conclusion  was  provided  shortly  thereafter.  In  August 
1975  Kuwait's  al-Siyassah  reported  that  the  two  states  had  circulated 
memoranda  among  the  other  Gulf  states  to  describe  their  respective 
views  on  regional  security.  The  Iraqi  document  favored  "the  setting  up 
of  a  joint  fleet  of  warships  to  protect  the  waterway  of  the  Gulf,"  whereas 
the  Iranian  "note  emphasized  the  need  for  a  [regional]  military  pact  for 
the  protection  of  the  territorial  integrity  of  member  states."41 

Soon  afterward,  Saddam  Hussein  offered  a  clarification  of  the  Iraqi 
position.  In  an  interview  with  Beirut's  pro-Iraqi  al-Dustur,  the  vice- 
chairman  explained  that  the  question  of  Gulf  security  had  not  been 
raised  during  the  Algiers  negotiations  with  Iran  but  was  brought  up 
later  (meaning,  presumably,  during  his  visit  to  Tehran),  on  Iraq's  initia¬ 
tive.  Baghdad  had  no  intention  of  entering  bilateral  or  multilateral 
accords  on  regional  security  but  was  prepared  to  discuss  "initiatives 
based  on  analysis"  (whatever  this  may  have  meant).  "One  of  the  'most 
important  requisites'  of  the  Algiers  agreement"  was  "'to  respect  na¬ 
tional  sovereignty'  of  all  the  Arab  countries."  Should  Iran  attempt, 
under  whatever  pretext,  "to  occupy  an  Arab  country  in  the  Gulf," 
Baghdad  would  rush  to  the  victim's  assistance  42 

In  the  ensuing  months  Iraq  continued  to  insist  that  regional  security 
should  be  achieved  by  assuring  freedom  of  navigation  and  by  eliminat¬ 
ing  "friction  and  unstable  conditions"  in  the  Gulf  area.  In  his  speech  of 
July  16,  1976,  President  Bakr  urged  all  of  the  region's  governments  to 
issue  a  "collective  proclamation"  guaranteeing  "freedom  of  navigation 
in  the  Gulf  for  all  littoral  states  and  the  international  parties  con¬ 
cerned."  He  again  rejected  Iran's  insistence  on  the  conclusion  of  a 
formal  regional  defense  pact:  "Any  formula  which  deviated  from  . . .  [the 
above]  framework,  tried  to  'restrict  the  freedom  of  navigation  ...  or 
which  in  any  way  resembles  the  formula  of  imperialist  blocs  and  al¬ 
liances,  is  absolutely  unacceptable  to  us.'  "43 
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In  the  wake  of  the  Algiers  agreement  Iraq  also  moved  to  improve 
relations  with  the  Gulf's  conservative  regimes,  such  as  Bahrain,  Qatar, 
the  UAE,  and  Kuwait.44  In  January  1976  Iraq  established  diplomatic 
relations  with  Oman.  However,  a  special  place  in  Baghdad's  diplomatic 
offensive  was  reserved  for  Saudi  Arabia:  Riyadh  had  long  held  a  preemi¬ 
nent  position  among  the  Gulf's  conservative  Arab  states;  its  stance  had 
corresponded  closely  to  that  of  Tehran;  and  it  had  been  traditionally 
hostile  to  Iraq's  aspirations  to  Gulf  leadership.  In  short,  along  with  Iran, 
Saudi  Arabia  occupied  an  important  place  in  regional  affairs,  and  Bagh¬ 
dad's  ability  to  play  a  meaningful  role  in  the  Gulf  depended,  to  a  consid¬ 
erable  degree,  on  Riyadh's  relative  good  will  and  cooperation. 

Iraq's  attempts  to  normalize  relations  with  Saudi  Arabia  were  off  to 
an  auspicious  start.  In  April  and  July  1975,  respectively,  the  two  coun¬ 
tries  reached  agreements  demarcating  their  760-kilometer-long  border 
and  dividing  their  oil-rich  desert  neutral  zone.45  In  April  1976,  Saddam 
Hussein  traveled  to  Riyadh  and  told  a  press  conference  that  relations 
between  the  two  states  were  "expanding  and  being  consolidated  in  all 
spheres."  But  he  also  took  this  opportunity  to  emphasize  "the  need  for 
strengthening  pan-Arab  relations  in  the  Gulf  'to  enable  the  Gulf  states 
to  establish  sound  and  balanced  relations  with  all  parties,  remote  from 
any  form  of  imperialist  influence.'"46 

As  it  soon  turned  out,  however,  outward  politeness  did  not  mean  an 
abandonment  of  Saudi  Arabia's  traditional  reserve  toward  Baghdad;  nor 
did  it  result  in  any  major  changes  in  Riyadh's  Gulf  policy.  Thus,  in  early 
July  1975,  a  high-level  delegation,  headed  by  Minister  of  Interior  Prince 
Fahd,  visited  Iran.  In  the  joint  communique,  the  sides  "expressed  'ex¬ 
treme  satisfaction'  at  the  development  of  Saudi-Iranian  relations  and 
affirmed  their  determination  'to  maintain  this  growth  in  all  fields.'  "47 
While  not  outwardly  directed  against  Iraq,  the  tone  of  the  communique 
suggested  a  degree  of  intimacy  clearly  lacking  in  relations  between 
Riyadh  and  Baghdad.  Even  more  to  the  point  was  the  Saudi  decision, 
made  in  July  1975,  to  proceed  with  the  construction  of  a  major  military 
base  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Kuwaiti  and  Iraqi  border.48 

In  the  summer  of  1976,  new  strains  appeared  in  Iraqi-Saudi  relations 
caused  primarily  by  events  taking  place  outside  the  Gulf,  such  as  the 
Syrian  military  intervention  in  Lebanon.  Although  Riyadh  had  little  to 
say  about  these  matters  publicly,  it  continued  to  supply  petroleum  to 
Syria.  Having  cut  off  the  flow  of  its  own  oil  to  Damascus  in  a  protest 
against  the  Syrian  entry  into  Lebanon,  Baghdad  found  it  difficult  to 
conceal  its  irritation  not  only  with  Syria  but  also  with  Saudi  Arabia.  For 
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its  part,  Riyadh  remained  distrustful  of  Iraq,  suspecting  the  ruling  Ba'th 
party  of  clandestine  support  for  "radical  and  revolutionary  movements 
throughout  the  Arab  world."49 

Otherwise,  in  terms  of  Gulf  security,  the  conservative  Arab  states 
maintained  a  cautious  middle  of  the  road  position.  For  example,  in  the 
Saudi-Iraman  communique  of  July  1975  the  parties  agreed  that  the  Gulf 
should  remain  "secure,  stable,  peaceful  and  free  of  any  foreign  interven¬ 
tion  or  bases."50  Occasionally,  some  high  officials  were  less  diplomatic. 
In  an  interview  with  Kuwait's  Daily  News,  the  country's  minister  of 
interior  endorsed  the  principle  of  holding  a  regional  conference  to  dis¬ 
cuss  "security  measures"  in  the  Gulf.  He  went  on  to  add,  however,  that 
Kuwait's  willingness  "to  participate  in  any  form  of  co-operation  be¬ 
tween  Gulf  states"  should  not  be  construed  as  an  endorsement  of  "for¬ 
mal  military  alliances  such  as  that  proposed  by  Iran."51 


Muscat  Conference,  1976 

Another  concerted  effort  to  establish  a  framework  for  regional  security 
was  made  in  late  November  1976,  when  the  foreign  ministers  of  the 
Gulf  states  met  in  the  Omani  capital  of  Muscat.  (The  conference  was 
preceded  by  three  secret  meetings  of  the  Gulf  foreign  ministers,  held  in 
1975  and  early  1976,  which  Iraq,  because  of  its  opposition  to  a  formal 
regional  alliance,  did  not  attend.)52  The  November  1976  conference, 
sponsored  by  Oman,  was  strongly  supported  by  Iran:  Sultan  Qabus  was 
one  of  the  few  Gulf  rulers  who  favored  the  shah's  preference  for  a  formal 
regional  defense  alliance  and  a  "restrictive  legal  regime"  governing  the 
freedom  of  navigation  in  the  Gulf. 

Before  the  opening  of  the  Muscat  conference,  Iraqi  Foreign  Minister 
Hammadi  visited  the  capitals  of  the  other  Gulf  states  and  urged  their 
governments  to  postpone  the  projected  meeting  on  the  ground  that  it 
was  "premature."  According  to  Baghdad's  own  account,  Hammadi's  trip 
was  "fruitful":  the  other  governments  reportedly  agreed  to  endorse 
Iraq's  concept  of  guaranteed  "freedom  of  navigation  in  the  Gulf."  They 
also  stuck  to  their  decision  to  participate  in  the  Muscat  conference, 
however.  When  it  became  obvious  that  the  meeting  would  take  place, 
the  Iraqis,  at  the  last  moment,  decided  to  attend.53 

According  to  Iranian  Foreign  Minister  Khalatbari,  the  conference  was 
neither  a  "complete  success"  nor  a  "complete  failure."  He  went  on  to 
explain  that  "the  participants  had  agreed  on  the  whole  with  the  paper 
put  forward  by  Oman  outlining  the  principles  that  should  govern  rela- 
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tions  between  Gulf  states"  and  that  "only  Iraq  had  called  for  changes  in 
the  paper."54  Other  observers  offered  a  different  assessment.  Since  no 
agreement  on  regional  security  and  cooperation  had  been  reached  and 
no  communique  had  been  issued,  the  Muscat  conference  was  a  "success 
for  Iraqi  strategy"  but  otherwise  a  failure.55 

In  retrospect,  it  would  appear  that  all  of  the  governments  represented 
at  the  Muscat  meeting  subscribed  to  the  view  advanced  by  the  foreign 
minister  of  Bahrain  who  said  that  his  country's  position  on  regional 
security  rested  on  two  basic  premises.  First,  "the  Gulf  region  is  the  most 
important  and  strategic  in  the  world  and  its  control  must  be  solely  in 
the  hands  of  the  countries  of  the  region."  Second,  "peace  and  security  of 
the  Gulf  depended  on  ending  the  influence  in  the  area  of  both  the 
United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union.  That,"  he  added,  "is  our  only 
solution."56 

The  differences — which  were  aired  but  remained  unresolved  at  Mus¬ 
cat — revolved  around  the  old  problem  of  how  to  achieve  these  goals; 
conference  participants  were  unable  to  reach  a  compromise  between 
the  conflicting  positions  held  by  Iran  and  Oman  on  the  one  hand  and 
Iraq  and  Kuwait  on  the  other.57  The  former  supported  the  establishment 
of  a  unified  organizational  structure  (that  is  to  say,  a  regional  defense 
alliance),  while  the  latter  argued  against  a  formal  defense  pact  and 
favored  bilateral  arrangements  among  the  various  Gulf  states.  At  Mus¬ 
cat,  the  situation  was  further  complicated  by  the  stance  of  Bahrain, 
which,  to  a  degree,  complemented  the  view  advanced  by  Iraq.  As  subse¬ 
quently  explained  by  the  Bahraini  foreign  minister,  his  government  was 
of  the  opinion  that  "each  country  .  .  .  had  its  own  local  needs  and 
pressures  to  consider,"  but  thought  that  these  problems  would  even¬ 
tually  be  overcome  by  means  of  "continuous  direct  discussion"  among 
the  Gulf  states.  Having  said  that,  however,  Bahrain  parted  company 
with  Iraq:  "Since  the  Gulf  formed  'the  eastern  side  of  the  Arab  nation,' " 
the  foreign  minister  concluded,  "it  had  been  agreed  with  Egypt  that  the 
security  of  the  Gulf  should  be  the  joint  responsibility  of  an  'Arab  na¬ 
tional  plan.'"58  No  one  else  agreed.  Instead,  the  participants  in  the 
Muscat  conference  appeared  to  have  shared  the  view  expressed  by  UAE 
President  Sheikh  Zayyid,  who  said  that  "the  security  of  the  Gulf  region 
was  a  vital  issue  for  all  the  countries  bordering  the  Gulf,"59  thus  im¬ 
plicitly  rejecting  the  involvement  by  the  nonlittoral  Arab  states. 

The  failure  of  the  Muscat  conference  to  arrive  at  a  regional  consensus 
coincided  with  Baghdad's  growing  estrangement  from  its  Arab  neigh¬ 
bors  which  occurred  in  the  latter  half  of  1976  and  early  1977.  To  an 
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extent,  this  state  of  affairs  reflected  a  larger  picture,  as  the  Iraqi  Ba'th, 
once  again,  found  itself  outside  the  mainstream  of  Arab  politics.  Among 
the  contributing  factors  was  the  opposition  to  the  Syrian  presence  in 
Lebanon,  an  involvement  that  had  been  sanctioned  by  the  Arab  League. 
This  attitude  brought  Baghdad  into  conflict  with  Saudi  Arabia  and 
Kuwait,  the  Gulf's  leading  champions  of  the  Syrian  entry  into  Lebanon. 
Further  complications  arose  when  its  two  Gulf  neighbors  rejected  Iraq's 
proposals  for  petroleum  production  quotas  and  for  a  25  percent  oil  price 
increase,  made  in  August  and  November  1976,  respectively.  (It  was 
probably  no  coincidence  that,  in  September,  Iraqi  forces  were  reported 
reentering  Kuwaiti  territory.)60  The  degree  of  Baghdad's  isolation  was 
reflected  in  its  refusal  to  attend  a  conference  of  the  foreign  ministers  of 
the  "confrontation"  and  Arab  oil-producing  states,  held  in  Riyadh  in 
early  January  1977. 61 

To  rectify  the  situation,  Iraq  embarked  upon  another  major  effort  to 
improve  relations  with  its  Gulf  neighbors.  This,  in  any  event,  was  one  of 
the  stated  purposes  of  the  trip  to  Kuwait,  Qatar,  the  UAE,  and  Iran  that 
the  Iraqi  minister  of  planning  undertook  in  January  1977. 62  In  February, 
Baghdad  made  a  point  of  attending  the  Riyadh  conference  of  the  Gulf 
foreign  ministers.63  Nevertheless,  relations  with  Saudi  Arabia  re¬ 
mained  strained.  In  March  the  Iraqi  press  finally  turned  its  attention  to 
the  Muscat  conference.  Not  surprisingly,  Baghdad's  resentment  was 
directed  not  at  Oman  and  Iran  but  at  Saudi  Arabia:  Riyadh  saw  "the 
security  of  the  Gulf  as  a  matter  of  guaranteeing  American  interests  and 
organizing  a  conspiracy  against  the  Arab  liberation  movement."64 

In  April  and  May  1977,  another  high-level  delegation,  which  was  led 
by  Minister  of  Interior  Duri  and  included  Foreign  Minister  Hammadi  as 
well  as  the  minister  of  trade,  visited  Kuwait,  Bahrain,  Qatar,  the  UAE, 
Saudi  Arabia,  and  Oman.  According  to  press  reports,  the  delegation  was 
empowered  to  discuss  with  the  Arab  Gulf  governments  a  variety  of 
political  and  economic  problems,  ranging  from  "Gulf  security  [and] 
Palestinian  issues  [to]  oil  prices  [and]  economic  cooperation."65  As  be¬ 
came  evident  later  in  the  year,  Baghdad's  efforts  to  broaden  cooperation 
with  the  other  Arab  Gulf  countries  were  crowned  with  some  success.  In 
October  1977  Iraq  hosted  the  first  conference  of  trade  ministers,  at¬ 
tended  by  officials  from  Saudi  Arabia,  Kuwait,  Bahrain,  Qatar,  the  UAE, 
and  Oman.  Reflecting  Baghdad's  position,  the  joint  statement  said,  in 
part,  that  "the  differing  social  and  political  systems  in  the  countries  of 
the  area  must  not  and  should  not  prevent  the  establishment  of  eco¬ 
nomic  co-operation  among  .  .  .  [them]."66 
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Regional  Security,  1977-1979 

Iraq's  attitude  toward  Gulf  security,  as  explained  during  the  Duri  mis¬ 
sion,  was  restated  by  Saddam  Hussein  before  the  delegation's  departure 
from  Baghdad.  In  an  interview,  published  in  Tehran  on  April  17,  1977, 
the  vice-chairman  of  the  rcc  continued  to  insist  that  bilateral  coopera¬ 
tion  rather  than  any  general  formal  arrangements  was  "the  best  way  to 
attain  security  and  stability"  in  the  Gulf.  He  went  on  to  explain  that, 
"owing  to  the  different  character  of  the  various  regimes  of  the  Gulf 
states,  it  would  be  impractical  to  expect  the  formation  of  'some  kind  of 
group'  in  the  Gulf  in  the  near  future."  Saddam  Hussein  also,  more 
forcefully  than  before,  reiterated  Iraq's  determination  "to  put  an  end  to 
the  interference  of  foreign  powers  in  the  Gulf"  and  added  that  he  per¬ 
sonally  did  "'not  feel  easy'  about  the  visits  of  U.S.  naval  units  to  the 
region,  nor  about  the  visits  of  Soviet  units  to  Iraq.”67  Unnoticed  at  the 
time,  the  latter  phrase  represented  a  significant  shift  in  Baghdad's  pub¬ 
lic  stance.  Whereas  prior  to  1977,  Iraq's  reserve  was  expressed  im¬ 
plicitly,  at  this  time  the  authorities  left  no  doubt  about  their  desire  not 
to  receive  Soviet  naval  vessels  in  their  Gulf  ports.  Such  an  unambiguous 
position — another  clear  indication  of  the  gradually  deteriorating  rela¬ 
tions  between  the  two  countries — left  Moscow  no  choice  but  to  bow  to 
Baghdad's  wishes. 

Given  the  fundamental  disparity  of  views  on  ways  and  means  to 
achieve  regional  security  in  the  Persian  Gulf,  it  was  obvious  that  no 
early  accord  would  be  reached  on  what  everyone  agreed  was  an  impor¬ 
tant  problem.  The  views  of  the  majority  were  once  again  expressed 
by  Sheikh  Zayyid,  who  argued  that  to  be  effective,  regional  security 
"would  require  an  agreement  on  a  joint  system  for  the  benefit  of  every¬ 
one."  Should  reaching  a  "unanimous  agreement"  prove  impossible,  he 
recommended  "freez[ingj  the  subject  for  the  time  being."  Giving  it 
"more  study  and  thought"  might  yet  result  in  an  acceptable  solution  to 
the  problem.68 

In  November  1977  the  Arab  world  was  shocked  by  President  Sadat's 
trip  to  Jerusalem,  followed,  in  1978,  by  the  Camp  David  accords.  In 
addition,  in  the  late  1970s,  the  Gulf  states  were  preoccupied  with  three 
sets  of  problems  which  were  seen  as  threatening  regional  stability.  The 
first  was  a  U.S.  decision,  reportedly  taken  in  September  1977,  to  safe¬ 
guard  Western  interests  in  the  Gulf  by  any  available  means.  The  second 
concerned  the  rapidly  deteriorating  relations  between  the  Yemen  Arab 
Republic  and  the  PDRY  which  resulted,  in  June  1978,  in  the  assassina- 
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tion  of  the  YAR  president.  The  third  was  the  Islamic  revolution  in  Iran. 
All  of  these  events  prompted  Iraq  to  move  farther  away  from  Moscow 
and  closer  to  the  Gulf's  conservative  regimes. 

Reflecting  its  previous  opposition  to  outside  interference  in  regional 
affairs,  Iraq  reacted  sharply  to  Washington's  resolve  to  use  military 
power  to  guarantee  Western  access  to  the  Gulf's  petroleum  resources. 
President  Bakr  protested  publicly  against  what  he  described  as  "Ameri¬ 
can  threats  to  use  force  in  the  Arabian  Gulf  on  the  pretext  of  protecting 
the  sources  of  oil."  Such  "repeated  American  declarations,"  he  con¬ 
tinued,  "reveal  continuing  aggressive  intentions  against  the  peoples  and 
security  of  the  region."69  Not  surprisingly,  Bakr  also  objected  to  the 
establishment  of  the  Rapid  Deployment  Force,  announced  in  February 
1 978, 70  while  al-Jumhuriyyah  warned  the  "imperialists"  that  they  were 
"playing  with  fire"  and  reminded  them  that  "oil  is  a  readily  combust¬ 
ible  material."71 

Concurrently,  Iraq  continued  its  efforts  to  improve  relations  with  its 
Gulf  neighbors.  When  Saudi  Defense  Minister  Prince  Sultan  traveled 
to  Tehran  and  Baghdad  in  the  spring  of  1978,  Kuwait's  usually  well- 
informed  al-Siyassah  reported  on  April  19  that  the  visits  were  "aimed  at 
establishing  some  sort  of  co-operation  in  security  among  the  three  Gulf 
countries."72  Additional  light  on  the  trilateral  contacts  was  shed  by 
Iraqi  Minister  of  Information  Saad  Kassem  Hammudi  on  June  23,  1978. 
He  noted  that  his  government's  policy  of  opposition  to  regional  "mili¬ 
tary  pacts  and  collective  agreements"  and  of  support  for  bilateral  coop¬ 
eration  had  remained  unchanged,  but  he  stated  that  Iraq,  Iran,  and  Saudi 
Arabia  were  working  together  "to  avert  disturbances  that  might  disrupt 
freedom  of  navigation"  in  and  near  the  Gulf.73 

Other  incentives  for  regional  cooperation  were  provided  by  the  April 
1978  Communist  coup  in  Afghanistan  and  by  the  assassination,  on  June 
24,  1978,  of  North  Yemeni  President  Ahmad  Hussein  al-Ghashmi.  Be¬ 
cause  he  was  killed  by  a  bomb  that  was  carried  in  a  briefcase  by  a  South 
Yemeni  envoy,74  Ghashmi's  violent  death  was  generally  regarded  as  a 
retaliation  for  San'a's  policy  of  rapprochement  with  Saudi  Arabia  to 
which  the  PDRY  was  strongly  opposed.  Nevertheless,  two  days  later, 
South  Yemeni  President  Salim  Rubayyi  Ali  himself  was  executed  "os¬ 
tensibly  for  his  part  in  the  assassination  of .  .  .  Ghashmi.  .  .  ."75  He  was 
replaced  by  the  staunchly  pro-Soviet  Abd  al-Fattah  Ismail.  Since  Aden 
was  an  ally  of  the  USSR,  Ghashmi's  assassination  and  Ismail's  coup 
were  seen  as  additional  manifestations  of  Soviet  aggressiveness  in  the 
Arabian  peninsula.  Sufficiently  alarmed,  the  Gulf  states  intensified 
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their  efforts  "to  strengthen  . . .  joint  security  co-ordination  to  confront" 
what  al-Siyassah  described  as  "the  Soviet  role  in  the  Gulf."76 

In  February  1979,  following  border  skirmishes,  PDRY  units  occupied 
parts  of  North  Yemeni  territory.  As  the  fighting  intensified,  President 
Jimmy  Carter  ordered  a  carrier  task  force  into  the  Arabian  Sea,  while 
Saudi  Arabia  placed  its  armed  forces  on  full  alert.  In  late  March,  after  an 
intervention  by  the  Arab  League,  South  Yemeni  troops  were  pulled  out 
of  North  Yemen.77  Iraq  reportedly  played  an  important  part  in  effecting 
their  withdrawal:  Saddam  Hussein  told  the  PDRY  ambassador  that  in 
case  of  noncompliance  with  the  Arab  League  request,  South  Yemen 
would  have  to  face  the  Iraqi  army.78 

In  contrast  to  its  objections  to  the  possible  use  of  U.S.  military  power 
in  defense  of  Western  interests  in  the  Gulf,  Baghdad  did  not  directly 
accuse  the  USSR  of  involvement  in  the  affairs  of  North  Yemen.  Iraq  did, 
however,  participate  in  efforts  to  coordinate  regional  security  measures 
undertaken  in  the  wake  of  Ghashmi's  assassination  and  reacted  strongly 
to  the  PDRY  incursion  into  North  Yemeni  territory.  Moreover,  in  a  clear 
indication  that  Baghdad  shared  apprehensions  of  the  conservative  Gulf 
governments,  Saddam  Hussein  publicly  warned  the  USSR  against  har¬ 
boring  aggressive  designs  on  Saudi  Arabia  and,  by  implication,  on  any  of 
the  Gulf  states: 

We  must  draw  our  weapons  against  any  foreigner  .  .  .  who  violates 
our  sovereignty;  we  must  not  differentiate  in  this  between  a  pro¬ 
gressive  or  non-progressive;  a  Zionist  or  a  Frenchman  or  a  Soviet 
citizen  or  an  American.  Regardless  of  the  relationship  of  friendship 
that  connects  us  on  the  official  level,  we  cannot  allow  the  Soviet 
Union,  which  is  a  friend  of  Iraq,  to  occupy  the  land  of  the  Saudis, 
because  Saudi  Arabia  does  not  lie  outside  the  Arab  map.79 

Finally,  in  1978  and  1979,  the  security  and  stability  of  the  Gulf  had 
been  affected  by  the  overthrow  of  the  Iranian  monarchy.  To  deal  with 
these  problems,  in  September  1978,  Saddam  Hussein  announced  his 
intention  to  visit  the  Gulf  states  to  "speed  up  bilateral  security  arrange¬ 
ments"  in  order  to  keep  the  region  out  of  superpower  competition  and 
possible  conflicts.80  Additional  impetus  for  concern  among  the  Arab 
Gulf  states  was  provided  by  a  remark  made  by  U.S.  Secretary  of  Defense 
Harold  Brown.  During  his  January  1979  visit  to  Saudi  Arabia,  the  secre¬ 
tary  warned  that  the  Iranian  events  could  lead  to  a  Soviet-American 
confrontation  in  the  Gulf.  Speaking  for  all  the  Arab  Gulf  states,  a  high 
Kuwaiti  official  declared  that  the  region's  governments  had  "no  inten- 
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tion  of  getting  involved  in  superpower  rivalry"  and  remained  opposed  to 
"any  form  of  foreign  interference  in  the  Gulf,  no  matter  where  it  .  .  . 
[came]  from,"81  a  view  that  had  been  communicated  directly  to  the 
visiting  Soviet  envoy  Oleg  Grinevskii  by  Kuwait's  Foreign  Minister 
Sheikh  Sabah.  The  Russian  reportedly  replied  that  the  USSR  "could  not 
possibly  interfere  in  the  internal  affairs  of  any  other  state."  As  a  result, 
the  Soviet  Union  and  Kuwait  "agreed  to  the  exclusion  of  the  Gulf  region 
from  international  conflicts."82 

In  the  meantime,  Brown  was  also  reported  to  have  raised  in  Riyadh 
the  subject  of  a  "Gulf  military  pact  under  U.S.  supervision,"  an  idea 
that,  minus  American  participation,  seemed  to  have  attracted  at  least 
some  governments.  In  an  interview  with  Riyadh's  al-Jazuah  (published 
on  February  8,  1979),  the  UAE  minister  of  information  argued  that  the 
region  was  "exposed  to  the  ambitions  of  the  major  powers"  and  called 
for  "unification  of  the  security  forces  of  the  Gulf  states."  (While  not 
tantamount  to  an  endorsement  of  a  regional  military  alliance,  the  state¬ 
ment  could  nevertheless  be  interpreted  as  a  step  in  that  general  direc¬ 
tion.)  Other  reports  attributed  to  Oman's  minister  of  state  for  foreign 
affairs  amounted  to  outright  support  of  the  idea  of  a  Gulf  security  pact. 
These  allegations  were  subsequently  denied  by  a  spokesman  for  the 
Omani  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs:  the  minister  had  expressed  "the 
need  for  mutual  co-operation  among  the  Gulf  states  in  all  fields  but  'had 
not  referred  in  any  way  to  the  idea  of  establishing  a  security  pact.'  "83 

Notwithstanding  these  denials,  in  September  1979  Muscat  advanced 
a  "technical  project  for  the  maintenance  of  [regional]  security."  De¬ 
signed  to  guarantee  the  safety  of  the  oil  traffic  in  the  Gulf,  the  Omani 
plan  envisaged  a  "cooperative  arrangement"  between  some  Western  and 
Arab  Gulf  states.84  (This  wording  was  widely  understood  to  mean  the 
stationing  in  the  Gulf  of  some  Western,  above  all  U.S.,  naval  units.)  The 
project  was  to  cost  approximately  $100  million  and  was  to  be  financed 
by  the  United  States,  Great  Britain,  West  Germany,  as  well  as  by  some 
conservative  Arab  countries.85  Because  direct  Western  involvement  was 
an  integral  part  of  Sultan  Qabus's  plan,  the  initiative  received  no  public 
support  among  any  of  Oman's  neighbors  and  was  rejected  outright  by 
Iraq,  Kuwait,  Bahrain,  the  PDRY,  and  revolutionary  Iran.86 

Baghdad  was  particularly  upset  at  the  Muscat  initiative.  In  late  Sep¬ 
tember,  Minister  of  Defense  Adnan  Khayrallah  traveled  to  Kuwait  and 
Bahrain  carrying  personal  messages  from  Saddam  Hussein — who  had 
replaced  Bakr  as  president  on  July  16,  1979 — to  the  rulers  of  these 
states.  Judging  by  the  statement  Khayrallah  made  upon  his  return  to 
Baghdad,  the  mission  was  an  unqualified  success:  Kuwait  and  Bahrain 
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fully  shared  Iraq's  assessment  that  the  project  had  been  inspired  by  the 
"imperialist  powers"  and  that  it  represented  an  "inadmissible  outside 
interference  into  the  internal  affairs  of  the  Gulf  states."87 

Baghdad's  attitude — consistent  with  its  previously  held  views — was 
explained  in  the  Iraqi  press.  Al-Thawrah  blamed  Washington  for  initiat¬ 
ing  the  idea  and  argued  that,  by  means  of  direct  participation  in  the 
proposed  "security  pact,"  the  United  States  was  hoping  to  "strengthen 
its  military  presence"  in  the  Gulf  region.88  Since  it  was  "precisely  these 
designs  that  presented]  a  real  threat  to  peace  in  the  .  .  .  Gulf,"  al- 
Thawrah  noted  on  another  occasion,  the  Arab  states  had  no  choice  but 
to  reject  them.89  As  in  the  past,  Iraq  and  the  other  Gulf  states  would 
"resolutely  oppose  all  attempts  by  the  West  to  organize  aggressive  mili¬ 
tary  pacts,  to  force  the  Arab  peoples  to  conduct  policies  desired  by 
Washington,  [and]  to  draw  them  into  the  sphere  of  American  imperial¬ 
ism."90 

Iraq's  position  on  regional  security  and  stability,  as  enunciated  by  its 
leaders  in  the  late  1970s,  can  be  summed  up  as  follows: 

1.  The  Gulf  (as  well  as  the  Indian  Ocean)  was  to  be  declared  a  "zone  of 
peace."  This  meant,  in  part,  that  the  region  was  to  remain  outside 
superpower  competition,  let  alone  possible  conflicts.  To  achieve  this 
aim,  no  foreign  bases  were  to  be  situated  in  the  area  and  no  foreign 
warships  were  to  be  allowed  to  enter  it — a  provision  that  Saddam  Hus¬ 
sein  stated  in  1977  was  meant  to  apply  to  the  Soviet  naval  vessels  as 
well. 

2.  The  principle  of  freedom  of  navigation  in  the  Gulf  was  to  be  upheld 
by  all  the  littoral  states  by  means  of  a  "collective  proclamation"  and 
protected  by  a  "joint  fleet  of  warships." 

3.  Regional  security  was  to  be  guaranteed  not  by  means  of  a  formal 
military  alliance  but  through  bilateral  arrangements  among  the  littoral 
states. 

4.  The  principle  of  bilateral  cooperation  applied  also  to  efforts  to 
enhance  the  domestic  security  of  the  Gulf  countries. 


Moscow  and  Regional  Security ;  1975-1979 

In  the  latter  1970s,  Baghdad  concentrated  its  attention  on  regional 
affairs  and  explicitly  urged  the  superpowers  to  stay  out  of  the  Gulf.  The 
USSR,  in  contrast,  while  echoing  many  sentiments  expressed  by  Iraq, 
focused  mainly  on  the  activities  of  the  United  States.  In  general,  Mos¬ 
cow  continued  to  insist  that  the  region  occupied  an  important  place  in 
Washington's  global  strategy:  the  U.S.  bases  in  the  Gulf  were  intended 
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to  serve  as  a  "strategic  beachhead"  and  the  "extreme  Western  link  in  the 
chain  of  bases  which  the  Pentagon  is  creating  in  the  basins  of  the  Indian 
and  Pacific  oceans."91  Stretching  from  "Japan,  [Taiwan,  and  the  Philip¬ 
pines]  to  Australia  and  across  the  Indian  Ocean  [i.e.,  Diego  Garcia]  to 
southern  Africa  and  the  Persian  Gulf,"  these  U.S.  "strongholds"  formed 
a  "part  of  a  gigantic  strategic  arc"92  and  were  designed  to  serve  a  variety 
of  purposes.  In  addition  to  military  considerations,  they  were  intended 
to  "exert  pressure  on  the  internal  and  foreign  policies  of  the  developing 
Asian  and  African  states."  In  the  context  of  the  Gulf,  they  were  also  to 
"protect  the  flow  of  oil"  to  the  Western  markets.93 

According  to  Soviet  publications,  the  United  States  was  employing  a 
variety  of  means  to  protect  and  enhance  Western  interests  in  the  Gulf. 
Some  were  old  and  time-honored,  such  as  the  continuing  search  for 
military  bases  and  attempts  to  establish  a  pro-Western  regional  military 
alliance.  Other  methods,  although  not  necessarily  new,  were  condi¬ 
tioned  by  situations  that  were  peculiar  to  the  late  1970s.  Among  them 
were  massive  arms  sales  to  a  few  selected  clients,  above  all  imperial  Iran 
and  Saudi  Arabia,  as  well  as  threats  to  use  force  against  the  oil-produc¬ 
ing  countries  in  an  attempt  to  dissuade  them  from  increasing  the  price 
of  petroleum. 

The  Continuing  Search  for  Military  Bases.  Developing  the  argu¬ 
ments  presented  in  the  late  1960s  and  early  1970s,  the  Soviet  analysts 
continued  to  insist  that  the  United  States  began  to  pay  special  attention 
to  the  Gulf  after  the  British  withdrawal  in  1971.  The  most  important 
U.S.  position  remained  the  island  of  Bahrain,  where  access  to  the  Jufair 
naval  base  reportedly  enabled  the  Pentagon  "to  control  the  Gulf  region 
and  to  exert  pressure  on  the  oil-rich  littoral  states."  For  this  reason,  in 
the  1970s,  Moscow  consistently  called  for  the  eviction  of  the  U.S. 
Middle  East  Naval  Task  Force  from  Bahrain  94 

Otherwise,  the  United  States  was  said  to  have  scored  a  major  success 
in  Oman.  In  early  1977  Pravda  argued  that,  despite  public  denials, 
Sultan  Qabus  had  placed  the  facilities  on  the  island  of  Masirah  at  the 
disposal  of  the  U.S.  navy  and  air  force,  an  initial  agreement  was  re¬ 
portedly  reached  during  the  sultan's  1974  visit  to  Washington.  The 
consequences  of  the  U.S.  involvement  with  the  sultanate  were  "far- 
reaching."  In  addition  to  strengthening  American  military  capabilities 
in  the  Indian  Ocean  basin,  access  to  Masirah  also  enabled  Washington 
to  control  the  Strait  of  Hormuz — the  "strategically  important  entry 
into  the  Persian  Gulf."  As  a  result,  the  United  States  improved  its 
ability  to  "block  .  .  .  [the  efforts]  to  transform  the  Indian  Ocean  into  a 
zone  of  peace  and  cooperation,  (and]  to  slow  down  the  process  of  inter- 
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national  detente."95  In  the  Arabian  peninsula,  Masirah,  as  well  as  the 
British  bases  in  Muscat  and  Salalah,  were  being  used  as  staging  grounds 
for  attacks  against  the  "Dhofar  patriots"  and  for  "aggressive  raids" 
against  the  PDRY.  Finally,  the  acquisition  of  the  Omani  bases  also 
enhanced  the  Pentagon's  ability  "to  defend  the  interests  of  the  oil  mo¬ 
nopolies  in  the  face  of  .  .  .  the  growing  determination  of  the  region's 
petroleum-producing  states  to  bring  under  their  control  the  extraction 
and  sale  of  oil."96 

Efforts  to  Establish  a  Military  Bloc.  Paralleling  efforts  to  acquire 
naval  and  air  bases  in  and  near  the  Gulf  were  Washington's  attempts  to 
organize  a  pro-Western  regional  defense  alliance.  For  example,  Pravda 
charged  that  "imperialism  and  reaction"  remained  determined  to  set  up 
a  "military  bloc,  subservient  to  the  West,  under  the  false  pretext  of  de¬ 
fending  the  Gulf's  oil  riches  from  an  imaginary  'Communist  threat/  "97 
endeavors  "contrary  to  the  interests  of  the  region's  Arab  peoples."98 

In  line  with  this  position,  the  USSR  reacted  negatively  to  the  Omani- 
Iranian  plan  for  a  regional  defense  pact,  advanced  in  Muscat  in  Novem¬ 
ber  1976.  The  Soviet  attitude,  although  hardly  surprising,  was  notewor¬ 
thy  for  two  reasons.  First,  the  Kremlin  took  a  long  time  to  pass  its 
judgment — public  stand  on  the  Muscat  conference  was  not  taken  until 
the  spring  of  1977.  Second,  when  it  did  come,  Moscow's  ire  was  directed 
not  so  much  at  Oman  and  Iran  as  at  Saudi  Arabia.  In  both  respects,  the 
Soviet  position  paralleled  closely  that  held  by  Baghdad.99  Otherwise, 
Pravda  agreed  with  Iraq's  judgement  that  the  task  of  "guaranteeing 
security  [and]  freedom  of  navigation"  in  the  Gulf  was  indeed  a  legiti¬ 
mate  issue  for  regional  deliberation  and  action.  However,  since  the 
Muscat  conference  was  held  under  the  "false  slogan"  of  a  "struggle 
against  the  Communist  threat"  and  refused  to  recognize  that  the  "real 
danger  to  the  security  and  independence  of  the  littoral  countries  stems 
from  the  imperialist  circles,"  its  failure  came  as  no  surprise.100 

This  setback  notwithstanding,  the  Soviet  press  insisted  in  the  months 
ahead,  the  United  States  was  forging  ahead  with  plans  "to  establish  a 
military  alliance  in  which  the  main  role  will  be  played  by  Saudi  Arabia 
and  Iran."101  Moscow's  prognostications  proved  only  partially  correct. 
The  next  step  in  the  direction  of  a  regional  pact  was  taken  after  the 
overthrow  of  Mohammed  Reza  Shah;  in  September  1979  Oman  circu¬ 
lated  among  the  Gulf  states  another  "technical  project"  for  Gulf  se¬ 
curity,  a  proposal  that  was  promptly  denounced  by  several  littoral  states, 
above  all  Iraq  and  Kuwait. 

Not  surprisingly,  the  USSR  found  itself  in  full  agreement  with  the 
opponents  of  the  Muscat  initiative.  This  was  reflected,  in  part,  in  the 
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voluminous  comments  devoted  to  the  rejection  of  the  Omani  proposal 
by  some  of  the  leading  Iraqi  and  Kuwaiti  officials  and  in  the  meticulous 
reporting  of  the  sentiments  aired  by  the  Iraqi  and  Kuwaiti  press.  Thus, 
Pravda  featured  prominently  the  Kuwait  government  statement  to  the 
effect  that  it  "does  not  believe  in  the  usefulness  of  alliances  and  blocs 
and  does  not  under  any  circumstances  approve  of  their  establish¬ 
ment."102  The  Soviet  press  also  quoted  freely  from  unfavorable  reac¬ 
tions  of  such  newspapers  as  al-Thawrah  and  al-fumhuriyyah  (Baghdad) 
and  al-Siyassah  and  al-Rai  al-Amm  (Kuwait).  For  example,  the  latter 
noted  that  the  very  countries  which  Oman  wished  to  elevate  to  the 
status  of  regional  "protectors"  were  those  which  "increase  tension  and 
conduct  intrigues  in  the  Persian  Gulf."  They  also  "spread  discord  and 
strain  the  atmosphere  by  means  of  concentrating  .  .  .  their  navies  and 
creating  military  bases"  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Gulf.  For  these  reasons,  al- 
Rai  al-Amm  concluded,  the  "adoption  of  the  Omani  plan  would  be 
tantamount  to  a  [foreign]  occupation  of  all  of  the  Persian  Gulf  states."103 

As  for  Moscow,  it  saw  the  Omani  initiative  as  an  "Arab  packaging  for 
American  neocolonialist  plans."104  Placing  the  "Qabus  plan"  in  a  his¬ 
torical  perspective,  Nodari  Simoniia,  a  noted  authority  on  the  develop¬ 
ing  world,  saw  it  as  the  latest  link  in  a  chain  of  U.S.  attempts  to 
penetrate  and  dominate  the  Gulf.  Describing  "Oman's  1976  "technical 
project"  as  the  initial  step,  Simoniia  argued  that,  in  mid-1978,  the 
United  States  had  come  close  to  persuading  Iran  and  Saudi  Arabia  to 
form  the  nucleus  of  a  pro-Western  regional  military  alliance.  That  plan 
had  to  be  abandoned  because  of  the  overthrow  of  the  shah.  Washington's 
next  project  was  the  Middle  East  Treaty  Organization,  consisting  of 
Saudi  Arabia,  Oman,  Egypt,  Somalia,  and  Israel.  Simoniia  insisted  that 
one  of  the  purposes  of  Defense  Secretary  Brown's  February  1979  visit  to 
a  number  of  Arab  capitals  (including  Riyadh  and  Muscat)  was  to  per¬ 
suade  them  to  join  this  proposed  military  grouping.  The  attempt  failed 
as  did  the  push  for  an  "Islamic  pact,"  an  idea  concocted  at  the  secret 
March  1979  meeting  of  U.S.  diplomats  in  New  Delhi.105 

The  New  Times  spoke  sarcastically  about  American  preoccupation 
with  the  safety  of  the  oil  routes  in  and  near  the  Gulf:  Washington 
reportedly  "hinted"  that  "the  security  of  the  Persian  Gulf  area  .  .  .  [was] 
endangered  by  the  'hand  of  Moscow'  and  'Palestinian  terrorists.' "  U.S. 
apprehension  was  triggered  by  the  cia  which  "released  a  pseudo-scien¬ 
tific  paper  alleging  that  the  Soviet  Union's  oil  resources  would  soon  be 
exhausted."  The  Western  press  then  drew  "the  desired  conclusion, 
namely,  that  Moscow  had  no  other  option  but  to  gain  access  to  the 
Middle  East  oil  fields  and  that  it  would  certainly  use  military  force  to 
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achieve  this  aim."  In  addition  to  this  "Soviet  threat,"  the  New  Times 
continued,  the  West  also  claimed  to  fear  the  "Palestinian  terrorists" 
who  were  said  to  be  planning  "to  attack  tankers  in  order  to  block  the 
Strait  of  Hormuz."  Taking  his  cue  from  Washington,  Sultan  Qabus  then 
advanced  his  "plan"  for  dealing  with  these  fictitious  dangers.106 

"Enthusiastic"  support  had  only  been  voiced  by  Egypt — a  pro-West¬ 
ern,  non-Gulf  state — while  Israel  "expressed  readiness  to  supply  U.S. 
weapons  for  operations  in  the  Persian  Gulf  area  so  that  the  'contingency 
force'  now  being  set  up  in  the  United  States  would  not  have  to  bring 
them  from  overseas."  As  for  the  Gulf  states,  most  had  rejected  the 
Omani  plan.  Saudi  Arabia  withheld  public  comment,  but  the  Riyadh 
press  had  pointedly  expressed  "anxiety  about  the  presence  of  four  Amer¬ 
ican  warships  in  the  gulf."  These  considerations  led  the  Soviet  publica¬ 
tions  to  conclude  that  "the  proposed  bloc,"  intended  to  facilitate  U.S. 
interference  in  the  affairs  of  the  Gulf  states,  "will  in  all  likelihood  be  no 
more  viable  than  its  predecessors."107 

Arms  Sales.  In  addition  to  focusing  on  Washington's  attempts  to 
draw  the  Gulf  countries  into  military  blocs  and  to  secure  for  itself 
access  to  naval  and  air  bases,  the  Soviets  also  accused  the  "imperialist" 
powers  of  trying  to  spread  their  influence  by  means  of  large-scale  arms 
shipments  to  the  various  littoral  states.  Western  governments  as  well  as 
the  USSR  had  long  regarded  the  sale  of  modern,  sophisticated  weapons 
to  developing  Third  World  countries  as  an  important  and  worthwhile 
pursuit.  First,  this  activity  enabled  the  industrial  West  to  recoup  some 
of  the  financial  losses  incurred  after  the  dramatic  post- 197  3  increases  in 
the  price  of  petroleum.  (It  was,  therefore,  no  coincidence  that  the  West¬ 
ern  arms  exports  to  the  Middle  East  increased  sharply  after  1973.)  For 
the  Soviet  Union,  on  the  other  hand,  the  weapons  sales  to  its  Arab 
clients  became  a  major  source  of  badly  needed  hard  currency.  Second, 
the  initial  arms  transactions  were  usually  followed  by  deliveries  of 
spare  parts  and  of  maintenance  equipment — another  source  of  income 
for  the  industrial  powers  of  both  the  West  and  the  East.  Third,  service, 
maintenance,  and  related  training  of  local  technicians  were  usually 
performed  by  specialists  supplied  by  the  donor  country.  In  addition  to 
their  economic  value,  the  arms  sales  were  also  perceived  as  highly 
important  politically:  they  contributed  to  the  buyers'  dependence  on 
the  sellers.  In  other  words,  many  believed  that,  in  the  resulting  politi¬ 
cal  climate,  it  was  easier  for  the  industrial  patrons  to  project  their 
influence  and  to  extract  concessions  from  their  Third  World  clients. 
This  view,  prevalent  not  only  in  the  West  but  also  in  Moscow,  was  not 
generally  shared  by  the  recipients  of  modern  military  hardware,  who 
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regarded  such  imports,  usually  paid  for  in  hard  cash,  as  purely  commer¬ 
cial  transactions.  Thus,  clients  did  not  view  themselves  as  obligated  to 
the  Western  powers  or  the  USSR  for  the  goods  delivered  and  the  services 
rendered. 

In  any  event,  while  the  Kremlin  usually  said  very  little  about  its  own 
arms  sales  to  a  number  of  Arab  states,  it  paid  a  great  deal  of  attention  to 
the  activities  of  the  Western  powers,  especially  of  the  United  States. 
Among  the  West's  "most  preferred"  customers,  the  Soviet  press  singled 
out  Saudi  Arabia  and  prerevolutionary  Iran.  In  early  1976  Pravda  re¬ 
ported  the  consummation  of  a  major  U.S. -Saudi  arms  deal.  Valued  at 
$1.2  billion,  it  provided  for  the  delivery  to  Riyadh  of  m-6o  tanks  and 
armored  personnel  carriers.  Washington  also  undertook  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  two  Saudi  naval  bases,  in  the  Gulf  and  the  Red  Sea,  respec¬ 
tively.108  In  the  summer  of  1976,  in  addition  to  "over  $6  billion  worth  of 
arms"  already  purchased  from  the  United  States,  Saudi  Arabia  was 
promised  another  $5  billion  package  consisting  of  coastal  patrol  boats 
as  well  as  Sidewinder  air-to-air  and  Maverick  air-to-surface  missiles  for 
the  previously  delivered  F-5  fighter  aircraft.109  The  grand  total  of  the 
contracts  for  the  sale  of  U.S.  weapons  to  Riyadh  in  1975  and  1976  had 
exceeded  $7  billion;  the  corresponding  figure  for  the  five-year  period 
between  1973  and  1977  was  $10  billion.110  In  1977,  at  the  cost  of 
another  $16  billion,  the  United  States  was  reported  to  be  engaged  in 
construction  of  a  variety  of  "military  installations"  in  Saudi  Arabia.111 
Finally,  in  early  1978,  Washington  agreed  to  comply  with  Riyadh's 
request  for  sixty  F-15  fighter  planes  valued  at  $1.5  billion.112 

In  the  meantime,  imperial  Iran,  Washington's  other  major  Gulf  client, 
was  also  spending  billions  of  dollars  on  the  acquisition  of  modern 
weapons.  According  to  Soviet  estimates,  by  the  year  1980,  the  shah  was 
expected  to  receive  "U.S.  arms  valued  at  between"  $10  and  $15  billion. 
His  purchases  included  "F-4  and  F-5  fighter-bombers,  F-14  fighters,  the 
Hawk  [surface-to-air]  missile  system,  destroyers,  submarines,  500  heli¬ 
copters,  and  laser  and  Tv-guided  bombs."113  Agreements,  concluded  in 
1977  alone,  provided  for  the  delivery  to  Iran  of  seven  awacs  planes,  160 
F-16  fighters  (another  140  were  to  follow  later),  and  eight  nuclear  reac¬ 
tors,  the  latter  worth  $10  billion.114 

Soviet  publications  have  long  maintained  that  in  selling  arms  to  the 
developing  countries,  the  Western  powers  were  pursuing  military-stra¬ 
tegic,  political,  and  economic  interests.  In  scrutinizing  the  military 
aspects  of  Washington's  involvement  in  the  affairs  of  the  Gulf,  Pravda 
argued  that  large-scale  deliveries  of  modern  weapons  enabled  the 
United  States  to  increase  its  influence  in  the  Persian  Gulf. 1 15  In  support 
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of  its  contention,  Pravda  cited  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense 
Amos  Jordan,  who  said  that  an  "expansion  of  the  sphere  of  our  contacts 
for  the  purpose  of  selling  arms  is  of  enormous  value  for  maintaining 
U.S.  control  in  this  strategically  important  region."116 

In  examining  the  political  aspects  of  Washington's  decision  to  supply 
large  quantities  of  weapons  to  its  Gulf  clients,  the  Soviet  press  devel¬ 
oped  several  related  themes.  First,  a  regional  arms  race  strengthened 
America's  own  position  in  the  area.  One  commentator  quoted  an  un¬ 
named  U.S.  diplomat  to  the  effect  that  the  "best  means  of  keeping  the 
Persian  Gulf  countries  in  the  orbit  of  U.S.  influence  lies  in  establishing 
there  'ultra-modern'  armies,  dependent  on  American  weapons  and  Pen¬ 
tagon  specialists."117  Moreover,  advanced  military  equipment  was  in¬ 
variably  sent  to  "reactionary  regimes,"  above  all  Iran  and  Saudi  Arabia. 
The  reasons  for  U.S.  selectivity,  in  Moscow's  opinion,  were  quite  trans¬ 
parent — in  addition  to  their  readiness  to  "defend  Western  interests," 
the  "reactionaries"  also  shared  the  'imperialists' "  fears  of  the  "national 
liberation  movements"  in  the  developing  world.  As  a  result,  they  were 
anxious  to  join  "a  kind  of  'holy  alliance'  for  the  struggle  against  the 
forces  of  progress."118 

Economically,  the  Soviet  analysts  argued,  large  arms  transfers  to  the 
wealthy  Gulf  states  served  two  major  purposes.  First,  by  tying  the  oil 
producers  to  the  West,  Washington  succeeded  in  "establishing  control" 
over  this  important  petroleum-producing  region.  This  enabled  the 
Western  oil  companies  to  continue  reaping  enormous  profits  at  the 
expense  of  the  Gulf  states  and  peoples.119  Second,  the  sale  of  modern 
weapons  made  it  possible  for  the  United  States  and  its  allies  to  retrieve  a 
"significant  part"  of  money  spent  on  purchasing  the  Gulf  petroleum. 
"In  the  process,"  the  West  had  managed  to  "deflate  considerably  the 
successes  scored  in  recent  years  by  the  oil-producing  countries  in  the 
struggle  against  the  imperialist  .  .  .  monopolies."120  In  evaluating  "the 
build-up  of  U.S.  arms  supplies  to  conservative  regimes"  in  the  Gulf, 
Soviet  publications  described  it  as  "one  of  the  main  instruments  of 
[Washington's]  imperialist  policy."121 

Among  the  regional  actors,  Moscow,  even  before  the  Iranian  revolu¬ 
tion,  held  Mohammed  Reza  Shah  responsible  for  the  initiation  of  the 
Gulf  arms  race.  Ever  since  the  early  1970s,  wrote  International  Affairs 
in  1976,  Tehran  had  received  "any  [and  any  amount  of]  non-nuclear 
weapons"  it  requested  from  the  United  States.  The  acquisition  of  mod¬ 
ern  arms  by  Iran  had  left  its  neighbors  no  choice  but  to  do  likewise,  a 
decision  that,  for  reasons  already  described,  was  heartily  endorsed  by 
Washington.122 
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The  Soviet  Union's  own  objections  to  the  escalating  arms  race  in  the 
Gulf  revolved  around  several  related  themes.  Domestically,  "the  co¬ 
lossal  sums  spent  by  Iran  and  Saudi  Arabia  on  modern  .  .  .  [weapons]" 
represented  "a  serious  hindrance  to  their  economic  development  and 
the  raising  of  living  standards."  Regionally,  the  accumulation  of  large 
arsenals  was  described  as  a  source  of  instability  and  tension  which 
could  easily  result  in  a  major  conflict.  In  the  larger  arena,  "the  arms  race 
in  the  Persian  Gulf"  was  thought  to  be  "the  more  dangerous  because  of 
the  persisting  tensions  in  the  Middle  East,  where  the  consequences  of 
the  Israeli  aggression  have  yet  to  be  eliminated."  Finally,  "the  growing 
U.S.  military  presence  in  the  Middle  East  and  the  U.S. -aided  arms  build¬ 
up  in  Iran  and  other  countries  of  the  region"  ran  "counter  to  the  spirit  of 
the  times,  which  are  marked  by  a  shift  toward  detente  as  a  result  of  the 
enormous  amount  of  work  done  to  improve  the  international  cli¬ 
mate."123 

Threats  to  Use  Force.  In  addition  to  methods  discussed  previously, 
the  Western  powers,  and  particularly  the  United  States,  were  also  rely¬ 
ing  on  threats  of  force  to  protect  what  they  described  as  their  "legiti¬ 
mate  interests"  in  the  Gulf,  above  all,  access  to  the  region's  petroleum 
deposits.  The  fact  that  intimidation  was  sometimes  directed  against 
regimes  which  Moscow  had  labeled  as  "reactionary"  and  "subservient 
to  the  West"  did  not  present  the  Soviet  analysts  with  insurmountable 
theoretical  difficulties.  Dialectically  speaking,  it  was  quite  proper  for 
the  "capitalist"  powers  to  support  their  Gulf  clients  against  their  "pro¬ 
gressive  forces"  while,  at  the  same  time,  resisting  the  "local  reaction's" 
efforts  to  wrest  control  of  their  natural  riches  from  the  "clutches  of 
Western  monopolies."  In  fact,  similar  logic  also  applied  to  the  USSR's 
own  treatment  of  the  Gulf's  conservative  governments.  While  the  So¬ 
viets  opposed  their  close  association  with  the  West  as  well  as  their 
domestic  policies  aimed  at  "suppressing  the  progressive  forces,"  the 
Kremlin  strongly  supported  the  Gulf  states'  attempts  to  gain  control  of 
their  respective  oil  industries.  The  reason  for  this  dichotomy  was  ob¬ 
vious:  Moscow  condemned  the  "regressive"  tendencies  displayed  by 
the  conservative  Gulf  governments  while  applauding  their  "objectively 
progressive"  initiatives.  The  nationalization  of  the  oil  resources  and 
industries  clearly  fell  into  the  latter  category — they  tended,  or  so  it  was 
argued,  to  weaken  the  economic  power  of  the  industrial  West. 

Among  the  manifestations  of  Soviet  moral  backing  of  the  Gulf  states 
were  the  recurring  warnings  of  possible  Western  (primarily  U.S.)  mili¬ 
tary  intervention  to  stem  what  was  termed  the  oil-producers'  "irrevers¬ 
ible  march  toward  economic  independence."  One  of  the  early  com- 
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ments  was  a  1976  article  in  Pravda.  Quoting  Tariq  al-Sha’b,  it  accused 
the  West  and  the  "Arab  reaction"  of  total  disregard  of  the  "interests  of 
the  Arab  peoples"  in  the  Gulf  and  the  Arabian  peninsula  and  alerted  all 
concerned  to  "nato  threats  to  occupy  the  oil  fields."124  As  usual,  Wash¬ 
ington  was  in  the  forefront  of  Soviet  attention:  "Threats  have  repeat¬ 
edly  come  from  the  United  States  that  force  will  be  used  against . . .  [the 
Gulf]  states  in  case  of  an  'emergency.'  "125 

In  February  1978  the  Soviet  press  commented  extensively  on  Secre¬ 
tary  Brown's  "directive"  establishing  the  Rapid  Deployment  Force 
(rdf).  Pravda  described  its  creation  as  a  direct  outgrowth  of  the  Carter 
administration's  decision,  adopted  in  September  1977,  to  turn  the  Gulf 
into  an  "area  of  strategic  influence  of  the  United  States."  Pravda  noted 
also  that  this  renewed  U.S.  interest  and  activity  in  the  Persian  Gulf  had 
been  condemned  by  the  "official  circles  in  the  Arab  countries  and  Arab 
public  opinion"  as  an  "open  interference  in  the  affairs  of  other  peoples" 
and  as  an  "attempt  by  the  USA  to  take  upon  itself  the  function  of  a 
policeman  in  this  part  of  the  world."126  As  for  the  Kremlin,  it  de¬ 
nounced  the  creation  of  the  U.S.  "mobile  fire  brigade"  as  part  of  a  far- 
flung  effort  aimed  to  ensure  American  "domination  of  the  Persian 
Gulf."  Bound  to  increase  regional  tension,  the  U.S.  initiative  was 
"fraught  with  dangerous  consequences"  endangering  peace  in  the  area 
and  in  the  Middle  East  as  a  whole.127 

After  a  temporary  lull,  the  subject  resurfaced  in  early  1979,  when 
Secretaries  Brown  and  Schlesinger  reiterated  Washington's  determina¬ 
tion  "to  secure  American  military  presence  in  the  Persian  Gulf  zone  and 
to  'apply  . . .  military  might' . . .  under  the  pretext  of  defending  the  'vital 
interests'  of  the  United  States."128  According  to  Moscow,  these  "threat¬ 
ening  declarations,"  prompted  by  the  overthrow  of  the  shah,  consti¬ 
tuted  but  another  "undisguised  claim  by  the  Pentagon  to  the  role  of  a 
Middle  East  policeman."  Washington,  Pravda  reported,  was  fooling  no 
one.  Among  others,  its  arguments  were  rejected  by  Iraq,  Iran,  Saudi 
Arabia,  and  Kuwait.  Sheikh  Sabah,  in  particular,  was  quoted  as  saying 
that  the  U.S.  position  "contradicted  the  un  principles  and  the  right 
of  .  .  .  [any]  nation  to  freedom."  He  went  on  to  describe  the  above 
statements  as  "unacceptable  and  irresponsible."  The  Kremlin  con¬ 
curred.129 

In  examining  the  reasons  for  Washington's  decision  to  proceed  with 
the  creation  of  the  rdf,  Soviet  publications  singled  out  the  "myth  of  the 
'Soviet  threat'"  and  "possible  Palestinian  terrorist  activity"  against  the 
oil  tankers  traversing  the  Gulf.130  In  early  1980,  the  Soviet  invasion  of 
Afghanistan  was  cited  as  another  "factor"  in  the  intensifying  U.S. 
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efforts  to  establish  an  American  military  presence  in  and  near  the  Gulf. 
As  might  have  been  expected,  all  three  arguments  were  dismissed  by 
the  Kremlin — the  USSR  was  not  about  to  attack  anybody,  and  the 
Palestinians  disclaimed  any  intention  of  sabotaging  the  flow  of  Gulf  oil. 
As  for  the  Soviet  "assistance"  to  the  Babrak  Karmal  regime  in  Kabul,  it 
could  not  possibly  have  influenced  the  decision  to  establish  the  rdf 
because  plans  to  acquire  such  a  capability  had  been  advanced  well 
before  the  April  1978  revolution  in  Afghanistan.131 

Soviet  Position.  Moscow's  own  position  on  the  Gulf  as  it  evolved  in 
the  mid-1970s  can  be  summed  up  as  follows:  (1)  support  of  the  various 
producer  states  in  their  efforts  to  nationalize  their  oil  industries;  (2) 
"consolidation  of  regional  peace  and  security,"  to  be  achieved,  in  part, 
by  eliminating  foreign  military  bases  and  presence  in  the  Gulf;  (3) 
guaranteed  freedom  of  navigation  in  the  Gulf  and  the  Strait  of  Hormuz; 
(4)  establishment  of  regional  "trust  and  cooperation";  and  (5)  "right  of 
each  country  to  free  and  independent  development."132 

In  mid-1976,  echoing  the  sentiments  expressed  by  Saddam  Hussein 
in  1975,  the  Kremlin  also  came  out  in  favor  of  proclaiming  the  Indian 
Ocean  a  "zone  of  peace."  This  formula,  which  enjoyed  the  backing  of 
India  as  well  as  of  most  other  littoral  states,  called  for  "freedom  of 
navigation  in  accordance  with  the  principles  of  international  law"  and 
for  "freedom  from  all  foreign  military  bases."133  Subsequently,  the 
"zone  of  peace"  concept  was  extended  to  mean  a  "guarantee  of  equal 
security  for  all  interested  countries  and  peoples"  and  a  search  of  ways 
"mutually  to  cut  down  military  activities  of  the  nonlittoral  powers  in 
the  Indian  Ocean."  Geographically,  the  "zone  of  peace"  was  said  to 
embrace  also  "regions  directly  contiguous"  to  the  Indian  Ocean,  mean¬ 
ing,  in  part,  the  Persian  Gulf.134  Finally,  the  Kremlin  expressed  "deep 
concern"  about  Washington's  efforts  to  "militarisje]  the  Persian  Gulf 
countries."  The  United  States  was  warned  that  the  "neighboring  states, 
including  the  Soviet  Union,  cannot  remain  indifferent  to  such  ac¬ 
tion."135 


Upheavals  in  Iran  and  Afghanistan 

In  1979-1980  the  attention  of  the  Gulf  states  and  of  the  outside  world 
was  once  again  focused  on  Tehran,  where,  by  November  1979,  power 
passed  into  the  hands  of  the  fundamentalist  Shi'i  clergy,  led  by  Ayatol¬ 
lah  Rouhollah  Khomeini.  From  then  on,  all  the  major  foreign  and  do¬ 
mestic  policy  decisions  were  made  by  the  Islamic  Republic's  aging 
charismatic  leader. 
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As  it  happened,  Ayatollah  Khomeini  had  long  believed  that  the  suc¬ 
cess  of  the  Islamic  revolution  in  Iran  was  predicated  on  settling  a 
number  of  scores  with  the  outside  world.  In  addition  to  his  profound 
contempt  for  the  West,  the  East,  and  the  Arab  regimes  on  the  western 
shore  of  the  Gulf,  the  Ayatollah  bore  several  specific  grudges  that  influ¬ 
enced  the  conduct  of  Tehran's  foreign  affairs.  Thus,  the  United  States, 
which  had  befriended  and  backed  the  deposed  shah,  soon  emerged  as 
the  "Great  Satan"  or  "Satan  no.  1 "  in  the  political  lexicon  of  the  Islamic 
Republic.  After  the  Soviet  invasion  of  Afghanistan  in  December  1979, 
Persia's  ancient  northern  rival,  in  its  atheistic,  communist  embodi¬ 
ment,  was  soon  elevated  to  the  status  of  "Satan  no.  2."  Among  the 
Islamic  Republic's  other  neighbors,  Iraq  attracted  and  held  revolution¬ 
ary  Tehran's  early  and  hostile  attention.  Ayatollah  Khomeini  deeply 
resented  the  treatment  at  the  hands  of  the  Baghdad  authorities  during 
his  fifteen-year  exile  in  Iraq.  In  addition,  he  was  doctrmally  opposed  to 
the  ruling  Ba'th  party,  which  he  considered  atheist,  and  believed  that 
the  majority  Shi'i  segment  of  Iraq's  population  should  control  the  af¬ 
fairs  of  that  state.136 

In  view  of  these  circumstances,  it  came  as  no  surprise  that  relations 
between  the  Islamic  Republic  and  Iraq  deteriorated  sharply  in  1979  and 
1980.  As  Ayatollah  Khomeini  and  his  followers  publicly  dedicated 
themselves  to  the  overthrow  of  the  Ba'thist  regime,  Iranian  moral  and 
material  support  was  extended  to  the  militant  elements  in  Iraq's  Shi'i 
community,  grouped  in  and  around  the  underground  and  militant  al- 
Dawah  al-Islamiyyah.  Not  to  be  outdone,  the  Iraqi  authorities  re¬ 
sponded  by  backing  anti-Tehran  elements  among  the  ethnic  Arab  popu¬ 
lation  of  Iran's  oil-rich  province  of  Khuzistan,  which  Baghdad  referred 
to  as  Arabistan. 

Rapidly  deteriorating  relations  led  to  Saddam  Hussein's  repudiation 
of  his  1975  Algiers  agreement  with  the  shah  and  to  the  intensification 
of  border  clashes  between  the  two  states.  In  June  1979  Iraq  accused  the 
Islamic  Republic  of  reviving  the  shah's  ambition  to  dominate  the  Gulf 
and,  in  late  October,  demanded  the  return  of  Abu  Musa  and  the  Tunb 
islands  to  their  Arab  owners.  Baghdad  also  reclaimed  sovereignty  over 
the  entire  width  of  the  Shatt  al-Arab.  In  Tehran  the  Revolutionary 
Guards  retaliated  by  attacking  the  Iraqi  embassy. 137  In  1 980  "thousands 
of  Iraqis  of  Iranian  origin"  were  expelled,  the  propaganda  war  acceler¬ 
ated,  and  border  clashes  intensified.  In  July,  Saddam  Hussein  promised 
to  defend  the  Gulf  against  "Iranian  expansionism."138  Growing  tension 
would  ordinarily  suffice  to  occupy  the  attention  of  both  governments. 
As  it  happened,  however,  this  escalating  regional  conflict  was  develop- 
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ing  parallel  to,  and  soon  became  enmeshed  with,  a  series  of  events  that 
brought  onto  the  Gulf  scene  both  superpowers,  intent,  as  usual,  to 
protect  and  advance  their  own  respective  interests. 

On  November  4,  1979,  a  group  of  Iranian  "students"  stormed  the  U.S. 
embassy  in  Tehran  and  seized  sixty-three  hostages.  In  1980  their  fate, 
coupled  with  American  efforts  to  secure  their  release,  not  only  preoc¬ 
cupied  the  Islamic  Republic  and  the  United  States  but  was  also  followed 
with  keen  interest  by  the  Kremlin,  determined  not  to  let  Washington 
recover  from  the  major  blow  which  its  position  in  the  Persian  Gulf 
received  as  a  result  of  the  overthrow  of  the  shah. 

Concurrently,  in  late  December  1979,  for  reasons  unrelated  to  the 
Gulf  and  its  affairs,  the  USSR  sent  its  troops  into  Afghanistan.  In 
retrospect,  the  move  appears  to  have  been  dictated  by  the  desire  to 
topple  the  regime  of  Hafizullah  Amin,  whose  actions  the  Kremlin 
found  itself  increasingly  unable  to  control.  Under  more  normal  circum¬ 
stances,  the  Soviet  invasion  of  Afghanistan — moving  Moscow  closer  to 
the  Persian  Gulf — and  the  possibility  of  a  U.S.  military  intervention  in 
Iran  might  have  served  as  powerful  inducements  for  Baghdad  and  Teh¬ 
ran  to  resolve  their  differences;  both  were  strongly  opposed  to  the 
Soviet  move  into  Afghanistan.  Given  the  animosity  between  Ayatollah 
Khomeini  and  Saddam  Hussein,  however,  such  was  not  the  case.  As  a 
result,  the  Gulf  region  was  soon  exposed  to  its  own  stresses  and  strains, 
while  the  superpowers  went  about  securing  their  own  interests  and,  in 
the  process,  often  disregarded  the  wishes  of  the  various  Gulf  states. 

Initially,  the  regime  of  Saddam  Hussein  endeavored  to  adhere  to  a 
basic  nonaligned  position  in  its  relations  with  the  superpowers  while 
stepping  up  pressure  against  Iraq's  chief  regional  rival,  the  Islamic  Re¬ 
public.  This  translated  itself,  in  part,  into  criticism  of  Tehran's  seizure 
of  the  American  embassy  as  well  as  into  admonishing  Washington  not 
to  resort  to  force  and  castigating  Moscow  for  the  intervention  in  Af¬ 
ghanistan. 

In  many  respects  Iraq's  position  on  the  hostage  problem  paralleled  the 
attitude  adopted  by  the  Kremlin  and  most  other  states  with  diplomatic 
representation  in  Tehran.  Thus,  the  November  1979  statement  by  the 
Iraqi  Foreign  Ministry  condemned  the  attack  on  the  U.S.  embassy  and 
the  taking  of  the  hostages  as  contrary  to  international  law.  Baghdad  also 
used  this  opportunity  (as  did  Moscow)  to  express  "great  concern"  about 
what  it  described  as  Washington's  threats  to  use  force  to  effect  the 
release  of  the  hostages.  The  United  States  was  actually  accused  of  using 
the  incident  "as  a  cover  and  justification  for  attaining  regional  political 
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and  military  objectives  which  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  rescue  of  the 
detainees.  .  .  ."139 

But  if  the  Soviets  had  ever  hoped  that  the  drama  unfolding  in  Tehran 
as  well  as  the  rapidly  deteriorating  relations  between  Iran  and  Iraq 
would  divert  Baghdad's  attention  from  their  invasion  of  Afghanistan, 
they  must  have  been  very  disappointed.  The  Ba'thist  regime  came  out 
openly  in  condemnation  of  Moscow's  move.  In  retrospect,  it  seems 
obvious  that  Iraq  could  not  have  done  less.  Afghanistan,  situated  in  the 
proximity  of  the  Persian  Gulf,  was  a  nonaligned,  Muslim  state.  Silence 
in  this  matter  would  therefore  have  compromised  Iraq's  claim  to  leader¬ 
ship  in  the  nonaligned  movement  to  which  Saddam  Hussein  had  been 
aspiring  during  the  latter  1970s.  Moreover,  since  anti-Moscow  senti¬ 
ments  had  been  on  the  rise  in  Baghdad  from  1978  on,  the  decision  to 
condemn  the  Soviet  aggression  was  not  subject  to  the  usual  constraints 
imposed  by  a  close  patron-client  relationship.  Finally,  Iraq  seemed  to 
have  been  genuinely  worried  that  "the  Soviet  Union  .  .  .  (intended  to] 
encircle  the  Middle  East  and  then  compel  the  United  States  to  negotiate 
spheres  of  influence  in  the  region."140  Some  hints  at  Baghdad's  ap¬ 
prehension  were  provided  by  the  Iraqi  press.  For  example,  in  an  editorial 
entitled  "The  Path  of  Independence,"  Baghdad  Observer  accused  the 
superpowers  of  vying  with  each  other  for  the  establishment  of  "their 
own  spheres  of  influence."  To  fall  under  the  influence  of  Washington  or 
Moscow,  it  was  concluded,  was  "tantamount  to  abandoning  man's  eter¬ 
nal  struggle  for  freedom."141 

In  any  event,  Iraq  did  respond  to  the  Soviet  occupation  of  Afghanistan 
and  its  reaction  was  both  swift  and  decisive.  In  his  Army  Day  speech  of 
January  6,  1980,  Saddam  Hussein  termed  the  invasion  "an  erroneous 
and  unjustified  act  that  creates  anxiety  .  .  .  [among]  all  freedom  and 
independence-loving  peoples."  The  theme  was  picked  up  by  the  Iraqi 
press.  Al-Thawrah  accused  the  Kremlin  of  "flagrant  intervention"  in 
the  internal  affairs  of  Afghanistan  and  called  on  the  Soviet  Union  "to 
revise  its  entire  Middle  East  policy  .  .  .  'based  (as  it  was]  on  converting 
the  region  into  believing  in  Marxist  ideology.'  "142  A  short  time  later,  al- 
Thawrah  reiterated  that  "the  Soviet .  .  .  occupation  of  Afghanistan  is  a 
good  reason  for  concern  by  all  those  linked  with  friendship  bonds  with 
the  Soviets"  and  censured  Moscow  for  "sneaking  into  the  .  .  .  [Middle 
East]  ideologically  and  politically."  The  Ba'th  party  daily  added  that  the 
Soviets  had  previously  done  so  in  the  PDRY  and  Ethiopia  and  were  now 
following  those  moves  by  invading  Afghanistan.143  In  line  with  these 
sentiments,  Iraq  censured  the  USSR's  intervention  in  Afghanistan  dur- 
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ing  the  January  1980  debates  at  the  United  Nations  and,  in  February, 
voted  with  the  vast  majority  of  un  members  to  request  the  withdrawal 
of  Soviet  troops  from  Afghanistan.144 

Whatever  apprehensions  Saddam  Hussein  may  have  had,  however,  he 
had  no  intention  of  breaking  with  the  USSR  or  not  remaining  "even- 
handed"  in  his  treatment  of  the  superpowers.  In  an  interview  with  the 
Paris-based  al-Watan  al-Arabi,  published  on  January  31,  1980,  the  Iraqi 
leader  argued  that  his  government  perceived  the  Soviet  Union  as  a  great 
power  which  had  committed  "the  most  outstanding  error"  by  invading 
Afghanistan.  In  doing  so,  Moscow  showed  itself  not  to  be  "a  source  of 
doctrinal  radiation,"  an  image  the  USSR  had  been  promoting  in  the 
outside  world.  Nevertheless,  Saddam  Hussein  insisted  that  Baghdad 
would  continue  viewing  the  Soviets  as  "friends  who  have  identical 
attitudes  in  matters  concerning  our  objectives  or  the  interests  of  our 
people."145 

Iraq  was  also  concerned  about  Washington's  reaction  to  the  hostage 
crisis  and  to  the  Russian  move  into  Afghanistan.  In  his  January  6 
speech,  Saddam  Hussein  specifically  warned  against  "exploitation  of 
the  foreign  intervention  in  Afghanistan  to  justify  further  foreign  inter¬ 
ventions  in  this  or  that  country  in  the  [Gulf]  region."  He  restated  Bagh¬ 
dad's  "firm  opposition  [to]  any  attempt  ...  at  turning  the  area  into  an 
arena  of  rivalry  of  the  Super  Powers  .  .  .  and  [to]  implementation  of] 
their  strategic  schemes  at  the  expense  of  the  sovereignty,  independence 
and  security  of  the  countries  of  the  region."146  He  "formally  appealed" 
to  the  superpowers  "'to  stop  any  aggressive  or  irresponsible  act  that 
threatens  the  security  of  the  peoples  of  the  area.'  "  He  also  "called  on  the 
peoples  of  the  region  to  stand  firmly  against  'all  forms  of  foreign  inter¬ 
vention.'  "147 

On  the  Gulf  diplomatic  scene  Iraq  undertook  "urgent  consultations" 
with  Saudi  Arabia  and  Kuwait  with  the  view  to  keeping  "the  Persian 
Gulf  area  free  of  foreign  intervention,  from  either  East  or  West."  As 
explained  by  a  high  Iraqi  Ministry  of  Information  official:  "Our  goal  is 
to  see  how  to  avoid  international  conflict  here  because  in  the  end  we 
would  be  the  losers."  Other  Baghdad  officials,  too,  expressed  what  a 
New  York  Times  report  described  as  "deep  apprehension  over  .  .  .  the 
danger  of  confrontation  in  the  region  between  the  United  States  and  the 
Soviet  Union."148 

The  West,  too,  was  shaken  by  the  news  of  the  Soviet  invasion  of 
Afghanistan.  To  forestall  the  possibility  of  further  Russian  advances, 
President  Carter,  in  his  1980  State  of  the  Union  address,  promulgated 
what  has  since  become  known  as  the  Carter  Doctrine:  "An  attempt  by 
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any  outside  force  to  gain  control  of  the  Persian  Gulf  region  will  be 
regarded  as  an  assault  on  the  vital  interests  of  the  United  States.  It  will 
be  repelled  by  use  of  any  means  necessary,  including  military  force."149 

Given  Saddam  Hussein's  attitude,  Iraq's  rejection  of  the  Carter  Doc¬ 
trine  should  not  have  come  as  a  surprise.  A  joint  statement,  issued  by 
the  Revolutionary  Command  Council  and  the  Regional  Command  of 
the  Ba'th  party  in  February  1980,  declared  that  "presence  of  foreign 
military  forces"  in  the  territories  of  the  Arab  states  was  "inadmissible" 
and  called  on  them  to  "refuse  the  establishment  in  their  territories  of 
foreign  military  bases."  The  statement  warned  the  Arab  governments  to 
abstain  from  "offering  foreign  forces  any  kind  of  services  or  privileges 
under  any  pretext  whatsoever"  and  concluded  that  any  Arab  state  refus¬ 
ing  to  abide  by  these  principles  would  be  subject  to  "economic  and 
political  boycott."150  Aimed  specifically  at  Egypt  and  Oman,  then  en¬ 
gaged  in  negotiations  with  Washington  concerning  the  use  of  some  of 
their  military  facilities  by  the  rdf,  Baghdad's  position  in  these  matters 
corresponded  closely  to  that  held  by  the  USSR. 

As  a  result  of  the  consultations  with  the  conservative  Arab  Gulf 
states,  Saddam  Hussein,  on  February  8,  1980,  proposed  an  eight-point 
Charter  for  Pan-Arab  Action.  Among  other  things,  the  draft  called  for 
opposition  to  any  outside  military  presence  in  the  Arab  world;  for 
avoidance  of  commitment  by  the  Arab  states  to  either  superpower;  and, 
in  a  major  about-face,  for  an  Arab  mutual  defense  pact  which,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  outside  powers,  seemed  to  be  implicitly  directed  against  the 
Islamic  Republic.  Moreover,  in  an  effort  to  dispel  long-standing  fears  of 
Iraq's  own  political  ambitions,  prevalent  on  the  Arab  side  of  the  Gulf, 
Saddam  Hussein  also  proposed  prohibition  of  the  use  of  armed  force  by 
one  Arab  state  against  another.151  In  view  of  Riyadh's  and  Kuwait's  well- 
known  apprehensions  about  Baghdad's  own  intentions,  the  charter  was 
well  received  in  those  as  well  as  most  other  Arab  capitals,152  but  no 
action  on  it  has  ever  been  taken. 

Thus,  the  crisis-laden  months  of  late  1979  and  early  1980  presented 
Iraq  not  only  with  a  number  of  complex  problems  but  also  with  unusual 
opportunities  to  use  its  relative  military  power  and  its  economic  wealth 
to  project  itself  into  a  leadership  position  in  the  Arab  world  and  par¬ 
ticularly  in  the  Gulf.  In  the  Arab  context,  Baghdad  benefited  from 
Egypt's  estrangement,  effected  by  the  signing  of  the  peace  treaty  with 
Israel.  Moreover,  Iraq's  enormous  oil  wealth,  which  enabled  Baghdad  to 
pursue  an  ambitious  "guns  and  butter"  policy,  gained  Saddam  Hussein 
respect  at  the  expense  of  his  arch-rival  President  Hafez  al-Assad  of 
Syria.  In  the  Gulf,  regional  destabilization  that  occurred  in  the  wake  of 
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the  Iranian  revolution  and  of  Ayatollah  Khomeini's  calls  for  "Islamic" 
revolutions  in  area's  conservative  Arab  states,  catapulted  Iraq  into  the 
position  of  regional  leadership.  How  Baghdad  would  have  tackled  these 
problems  had  the  Gulf  been  left  to  its  own  devices  will  never  be  known. 
As  it  happened,  the  superpowers  had  no  intention  of  leaving  the  Middle 
East  alone.  Rather,  for  reasons  of  their  own,  they  were  deeply  involved, 
superimposing  themselves  on  the  affairs  of  this  highly  volatile  and 
explosive  region.  Tension  in  and  near  the  Gulf  rose  appreciably  as  a 
result  of  the  hostage  crisis,  the  Russian  invasion  of  Afghanistan,  and  the 
ensuing  proclamation  by  President  Carter  of  Washington's  determina¬ 
tion  to  protect  the  Gulf  against  possible  Soviet  encroachments. 

Saddam  Hussein  endeavored  to  deal  with  these  issues  by  means  of  his 
Charter  for  Pan-Arab  Action.  Based  on  what  might  be  termed  "militant 
nonalignment,"  it  called  on  the  Arabs  to  maintain  equidistance  from 
both  superpowers,  while  reserving  for  the  Arab  states  the  right  to  crit¬ 
icize  "aggressive  designs"  of  the  United  States  as  well  as  the  Soviet 
Union.  In  line  with  this  approach,  Iraq  suggested  that  Washington  get 
out  of  the  Gulf  as  well  as  of  the  Indian  Ocean, 153  while  the  Soviets  were 
told  to  get  out  of  Afghanistan  and  to  stay  out  of  the  Gulf.154  In  late 
March  1980,  Iraq  announced  that  it  was  mounting  an  effort  to  rid  the 
PDRY  of  "puppet  forces  and  the  foreign  presence  on  Yemeni  soil."155 
Over  and  beyond  that,  the  sustained  effort  to  establish  Iraq's  preemi¬ 
nence  in  the  Gulf  placed  Baghdad  on  a  collision  course  with  the  Islamic 
Republic.  In  retrospect,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  collapse  of  the 
Iranian  armed  forces  in  the  course  of  the  revolution,  coupled  with  the 
growing  military  power  of  Iraq,  encouraged  Saddam  Hussein  to  pursue 
an  aggressive  policy  toward  the  regime  of  Ayatollah  Khomeini. 

Once  Moscow  recognized  the  extent  of  the  anti-American  senti¬ 
ments  prevalent  in  revolutionary  Tehran,  the  Soviets  extended  the  Is¬ 
lamic  Republic  their  moral  as  well  as  material  support.156  This  evi¬ 
denced  itself  particularly  after  the  storming  of  the  U.S.  embassy  and  the 
seizure  of  American  hostages.  Having  its  own  embassy  in  Tehran,  the 
USSR,  very  much  like  Iraq,  was  careful  not  to  approve  the  excesses  of 
the  Iranian  "students."  Pravda  freely  admitted  that  the  latter  had  in¬ 
deed  been  guilty  of  violating  "international  convention  concerning  re¬ 
spect  for  diplomatic  privileges  and  immunity."  In  contrast  with  Bagh¬ 
dad,  however,  Moscow  argued  that  the  events  in  Tehran  had  to  be 
viewed  in  the  context  of  past  American  interventions  in  the  internal 
affairs  of  Iran  which  "in  no  way  corresponded  to  legal  and  moral  norms" 
of  international  behavior.  Moreover,  "acceptance  of  the  principle  of 
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inviolability  of  diplomatic  missions  .  .  .  [could]  not  serve  as  a  justifica¬ 
tion,  let  alone  as  an  excuse,  for  violating  sovereignty  of  an  independent 
state. .  . ."  Quoting  Brezhnev,  Pravda  warned  the  United  States  that  the 
USSR  remained  opposed  to  "outside  interference  in  the  internal  affairs 
of  Iran  in  any  form  and  under  any  pretext."157  This  Soviet  attitude, 
which  Iraq  shared,  was  maintained  throughout  1980. 

In  addition  to  moral  support,  the  Kremlin  placed  the  Soviet  transpor¬ 
tation  system  at  Tehran's  disposal  to  help  circumvent  an  economic 
embargo,  imposed  on  Iran  by  the  United  States  and  the  European  Com¬ 
munity  in  April  1980,  and  otherwise  endeavored  to  improve  relations 
with  the  Islamic  Republic.  Nevertheless,  these  early  Soviet  efforts  at 
befriending  revolutionary  Iran  came  to  naught.158  Paralleling  Moscow's 
setbacks  in  Tehran,  the  USSR  had  run  into  serious  problems  in  Baghdad. 
Although  all  three  states  were  strongly  opposed  to  the  concentration  of 
U.S.  naval  forces  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Persian  Gulf,  Iraq,  as  well  as  the 
Islamic  Republic,  were  outraged  at  the  Soviet  occupation  of  Afghani¬ 
stan.  In  public,  the  Kremlin  ignored  these  difficulties,  concentrating 
instead  on  the  presumed  intentions  and  actions  of  the  United  States. 
However,  Soviet  efforts  to  use  the  crises  in  U.S. -Iranian  as  well  as  in 
Iraqi-Iranian  relations  to  divert  attention  from  Moscow's  intervention 
in  Kabul  failed  to  achieve  the  desired  results. 

Consistent  with  its  previous  position,  the  USSR  rejected  the  Carter 
Doctrine.  In  a  speech  of  February  18,  1980,  Foreign  Minister  Gromyko 
objected  to  it  on  the  following  grounds:  (1)  the  United  States  was 
endeavoring  "to  widen  the  sphere  of  its  military  presence  in  regions 
situated  many  thousands  of  kilometers  from  its  own  territories";  (2)  the 
United  States  had  no  right  to  "somebody  else's  oil  wells";  and  (3)  the 
United  States  had  no  right  "to  threaten  other  countries  with  the  use  of 
force,"  let  alone  applying  it  against  those  who  chose  to  "dispose  of  their 
riches"  independent  of  America's  wishes.159 

In  examining  the  concept  of  "vital  Western  interests,"  Soviet  com¬ 
mentators  distinguished  between  the  United  States  and  its  various 
allies.  Ruben  Andreasian  noted  that  the  U.S.  imports  from  the  Gulf 
constituted  only  12  percent  of  the  country's  domestic  consumption  of 
oil.  In  contrast,  many  members  of  nato  as  well  as  Japan  imported  much 
of  their  petroleum  from  that  region.  For  this  reason,  the  Gulf  oil  could 
be  argued  to  be  of  "vital  importance"  to  those  nations  but  not  to  the 
United  States.160  Over  and  beyond  that,  however,  Brezhnev  insisted 
that  the  Gulf,  "as  any  other  region  of  the  world,  is  a  sphere  of  vital 
interests  of  the  states  situated  in  it,  and  not  of  any  .  .  .  [outsider]."  For 
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this  reason,  "nobody  from  the  outside  has  the  right  to  interfere  in  .  .  . 
[the  Gulf's  regional]  affairs,  to  step  forward  in  the  role  of  ...  a  self- 
appointed  'guardian  of  order.'  "161 

On  the  subject  of  possible  "threats  to  the  flow  of  Gulf  petroleum, "  the 
Soviet  analysts  were  not  of  one  mind.  While  most  dismissed  such 
assertions  as  "absurd  arguments,  intended  to  justify  the  selfish  [and] 
dangerous  actions  of  the  U.S.A.,"162  Andreasian  reasoned  that  if  there 
was  any  "danger"  of  cutting  oil  deliveries  to  the  Western  customers,  it 
stemmed  primarily  from  the  producers  themselves.  Such  was  the  case 
during  the  1973  embargo  and,  likewise,  when  the  Islamic  Republic 
refused  to  sell  petroleum  to  the  United  States  after  the  deposed  shah 
was  permitted  to  enter  the  United  States  in  late  1979.  But  these  were 
exceptions,  Andreasian  argued,  and  there  were  no  reasons  to  assume 
that  any  of  the  Arab  Gulf  producers  were  contemplating  to  use  the  "oil 
weapon"  against  the  Western  powers.163 

What,  then,  were  the  real  reasons  behind  the  "frantic"  U.S.  military 
activity  near  the  Gulf  and  elsewhere  in  the  Indian  Ocean?  Although 
most  Soviet  commentators  continued  to  insist  that  Washington  was 
out  "to  restore  direct  control  over  the  sources  of  petroleum"  by  means 
of  "repelling  the  national-liberation  movement  in  the  region,"164  An¬ 
dreasian,  once  again,  struck  a  more  moderate  tone.  Noting  that  "What 
is  in  question  are  the  positions  of  U.S.  imperialism  in  the  oil-producing 
countries,"  he  went  on  to  say  that  Washington  merely  wanted  the 
producers  to  pursue  economic  policies  that  were  amenable  to  American 
interests.  Among  such  U.S.  interests,  Andreasian  singled  out  lower 
prices,  particularly  those  paid  by  aramco  to  Saudi  Arabia,  as  well  as 
increased  Saudi  production.  On  a  broader  scale,  the  dispatch  of  warships 
to  the  Strait  of  Hormuz  "with  the  aim  of  establishing  .  .  .  [U.S.]  control 
over  supply  of  Arab  and  Iranian  oil  to  other  countries"  was  intended  to 
"strengthen  .  .  .  [Washington's]  position  in  the  capitalist  world  and  [to] 
gain  .  .  .  the  upper  hand  over  its  rivals."  Finally,  the  invitation  issued  by 
the  Carter  administration  to  a  number  of  "West  European  countries  and 
Japan  to  send  their  naval  ships  to  the  area"  of  Hormuz  was  intended  to 
serve  a  twofold  function.  By  involving  them  in  the  U.S. -Iranian  conflict, 
Washington  intended  "to  increase  pressure  on  the  Iranians  and  the 
Arabs  and  at  the  same  time  foil  its  competitors'  efforts  to  strengthen 
their  own  foothold  at  the  expense  of  U.S.  interests."165 

In  any  event,  the  Soviet  press  assessed  the  Carter  Doctrine  as  but 
"another  step  on  the  path  of  escalation  of  tension  in  the  regions  of  the 
Arabian  Sea  and  the  Persian  Gulf."166  It  was  also  a  manifestation  of 
Washington's  continuing  determination  to  crush  the  revolutionary  re- 
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gime  in  Iran.  Moscow  took  issue  with  the  Carter  administration's  insist¬ 
ence  that  Ayatollah  Khomeini  was  creating  turmoil  in  the  Gulf.  It  was 
not  the  "movement  of  the  . . .  masses,  believers  in  Islam"  but  the  United 
States  that  was  threatening  to  impose  a  naval  blockade,  to  mine  ports,  to 
land  troops  in  other  countries'  territory,  and  to  bomb  oil-producing 
areas.167  Finally,  Washington  was  also  said  to  have  contributed  to  the 
"destabilization"  of  the  Gulf  by  veiled  warnings  to  use  tactical  nuclear 
weapons  in  defense  of  U.S.  interests.168  These  threats,  backed  by  the 
"enormous  U.S.  naval  build-up"  in  the  Arabian  Sea,  Moscow  concluded, 
were  clear  indications  that  the  United  States  had  abandoned  its  "pre¬ 
viously  announced"  efforts  at  "demilitariz(ing] . . .  the  Indian  Ocean."169 

According  to  Soviet  commentators,  the  oil-producing  countries  rec¬ 
ognized  that  "the  U.S.  military  presence"  in  or  near  the  Gulf  con¬ 
stituted  "a  direct  threat  to  them.  .  .  ."  For  this  reason,  the  Carter 
Doctrine  "evoked  a  negative  reaction  in  Kuwait,  Iraq,  Abu  Dhabi,  Ior¬ 
dan,  Syria,  the  United  Arab  Emirates  and  other  countries  of  the  re¬ 
gion."170  Nevertheless,  in  June  1980  Washington  and  Muscat  signed  an 
agreement  which  gave  the  United  States  access  to  some  Omani  naval 
and  air  facilities  and  permitted  "temporary"  stationing  of  American 
servicemen  on  Omani  territory.171  As  a  result,  Pravda  concluded,  Mus¬ 
cat  had  come  to  occupy  a  "special  place  in  Washington's  hegemonist 
plans."  The  United  States  was  now  in  a  position  to  "seize  control  of  the 
Strait  of  Hormuz"  and  to  exert  military  pressure  on  all  of  the  countries 
of  the  Gulf.  Pravda  spoke  approvingly  of  Libya's  Colonel  Qaddafi's 
request  to  expel  Oman  from  the  Arab  League — its  deal  with  Wash¬ 
ington  was  "correctly  seen"  by  the  other  Arab  states  as  a  "direct  inter¬ 
ference  in  their  internal  affairs"  and  as  an  "encroachment  on  their 
independence."172 

Otherwise,  since  the  U.S.  initiatives  had  been  explained,  in  part, 
in  terms  of  the  need  to  protect  the  Gulf  producers  from  the  "Soviet 
threat,"  the  Kremlin  continued  to  disclaim  any  aggressive  ambitions. 
Responding  to  assertions  that  Moscow's  move  into  Afghanistan  repre¬ 
sented  a  threat  to  peace  and  security  of  the  Middle  East,  Gromyko 
denounced  efforts  to  equate  Moscow's  "support  [of]  the  Afghan  revolu¬ 
tion"  with  "some  dark  intentions  . . .  [in]  the  oil-producing  areas"  of  the 
Persian  Gulf.  Rather,  the  "Soviet  state,  from  the  very  first  days  of  its 
existence,  has  infringed  neither  on  oil  nor  on  any  other  riches  [belong¬ 
ing  to]  other  states."  Gromyko  was  equally  indignant  at  attempts  to 
explain  his  government's  policy  in  the  Middle  East  by  references  to 
Russia's  "drive  toward  warm-water  ports."  He  dismissed  "this  fabrica¬ 
tion  ...  [of  the)  pre-revolutionary  days"  by  noting  that  the  USSR  had 
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"sufficient  access  to  warm  as  well  as  cold  waters."173  Brezhnev,  too, 
denied  that  the  Soviet  Union  was  menacing  any  of  its  southern  neigh¬ 
bors.  The  outside  power  with  "aggressive  designs"  on  the  Middle  East 
was  not  the  Soviet  Union  but  the  United  States,  and  Washington  was 
whipping  up  "anti-Soviet  hysteria"  to  give  it  a  "pretext ...  to  expand  in 
Asia."  Brezhnev  had  no  trouble  seeing  through  U.S.  intentions:  "the 
United  States  .  .  .  desirejs]  to  create  a  network  of  military  bases  in  the 
Indian  Ocean,  in  the  countries  of  the  Middle  East,  and  in  Africa"  in 
order  to  "subordinate  these  countries  to  its  hegemony,  to  drain  their 
natural  wealth  .  .  .  ,  and  at  the  same  time  to  use  their  territory  in  its 
strategic  designs  against  peace,  socialism,  and  the  national  liberation 
forces.  That,"  Brezhnev  concluded,  was  the  "crux  of  the  matter."174 

In  addition,  the  Kremlin  continued  to  issue  stern  warnings  that  it 
would  not  stand  idly  by  while  events,  viewed  as  harmful  to  its  interests, 
were  unfolding  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Soviet  borders.  For  example, 
Pravda  described  the  "concentration  of  the  U.S.  naval  power  in  the 
Indian  Ocean"  (occasioned,  it  will  be  recalled,  by  the  Iranian  hostage 
crisis)  as  a  "dangerous  development"  which  significantly  increased  the 
chances  of  a  "military  clash"  in  the  Gulf.175  Brezhnev  concurred  in  this 
assessment  and  went  on  to  add:  "We  do  not  claim  anybody's  lands  [and] 
we  do  not  interfere  in  anyone's  affairs.  .  . .  But  we  are  ready  to  stand  for 
our  rights  and  legitimate  interests."  The  meaning  of  Brezhnev's  pro¬ 
nouncement  was  explained  in  the  following  manner: 

Those  who  are  planning  a  further  aggravation  of  tensions  in  the 
regions  neighboring  the  Soviet  frontiers  should  clearly  be  aware 
that  the  Soviet  Union  cannot  show  indifference  to  such  plans.  The 
USSR  has  always  taken  the  side,  and  will  continue  to  do  so,  of  the 
peoples  fighting  for  liberation  from  imperialist  diktat,  for  their 
freedom  and  independence.  It  will  remain  true  to  its  policy  in  the 
future  as  well.176 

The  Brezhnev  Plan 

In  contrasting  its  own  posture  with  the  "aggressiveness"  of  the  United 
States,  the  USSR  has  consistently  endeavored  to  project  an  image  of  a 
friendly  power  that  favored  peace,  security,  and  stability  and  objected  to 
outside  interference  in  the  affairs  of  the  Persian  Gulf.  These  and  other 
themes  reappeared  in  the  so-called  Brezhnev  Plan  that  formed  a  part  of 
the  Soviet  president's  address  to  the  Indian  Parliament  on  December  io, 
1980. 

In  retrospect,  it  would  appear  that  there  were  two  major  reasons  for 
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advancing  the  Soviet  proposals  at  that  particular  time  and  place.  First, 
they  were  intended  to  dispel  the  apprehension  in  the  Gulf  capitals  as 
well  as  in  Islamabad  about  Moscow's  intentions  in  the  wake  of  the 
Soviet  invasion  of  Afghanistan.  Second,  the  plan  constituted  the  Krem¬ 
lin's  counterproposal  to  the  Carter  Doctrine.  As  such,  it  was  designed  to 
demonstrate  that  although  the  United  States  was  pursuing  its  own 
selfish  goals,  the  Soviet  Union  shared  the  aspirations  of  the  Gulf  states 
and  had  no  intention  of  infringing  on  their  vital  interests. 

Brezhnev's  New  Delhi  speech  contained  new  "packaging"  but  no 
substantive  surprises,  however.  He  attacked  the  Carter  administration 
for  turning  the  Indian  Ocean  and  the  Gulf  into  "ever  more  dangerous 
sources  of  international  tension."  He  warned  the  "imperialists"  that 
"we  are,  of  course  .  .  .  concerned  about  what  is  happening  in  the  region 
[situated]  so  close  to  our  borders."  He  dismissed  as  "pure  invention" 
Western  insistence  that  the  Soviet  military  presence  in  Afghanistan 
presented  a  threat  to  national  security  of  any  of  Kabul's  neighbors, 
above  all  Pakistan  and  the  petroleum-producing  states  of  the  Persian 
Gulf.  Those  spreading  such  rumors,  Brezhnev  insisted,  "know  very  well 
that  there  is  no  such  threat."  He  went  on  to  repeat  that  the  USSR  had 
"no  intention"  of  attacking  anybody  or  of  "encroaching  upon  either  the 
Middle  East  oil  or  its  transportation  route."  Finally,  Brezhnev  called  on 
"the  United  States,  other  Western  powers,  China,  Japan,  and  all  inter¬ 
ested  states"  to  join  the  Soviet  Union  in  promulgating  an  international 
"doctrine  of  peace  and  security"  for  the  Gulf  region.  It  would  rest  on  the 
following  five  principles: 

1.  No  "foreign  military  bases"  would  be  "established  in  the  Persian 
Gulf  area  and  on  the  adjacent  islands,"  and  no  "nuclear  or  any  other 
weapons  of  mass  destruction"  would  be  deployed  there. 

2.  The  outside  powers  would  undertake  "not  to  use  or  threaten  to  use 
force  against  the  countries  of  the  Persian  Gulf  region  [and]  not  to  inter¬ 
fere  in  their  internal  affairs." 

3.  The  outsiders  would  pledge  "to  respect  the  status  of  nonalignment 
chosen  by  the  states  of  the  Persian  Gulf  area  by  not  drawing  them  into 
military  groupings  of  which  the  nuclear  powers  are  members." 

4.  The  outsiders  would  "respect  the  inalienable  right  of  the  [Gulf] 
states  ...  to  their  natural  resources." 

5.  The  outside  powers  would  agree  "not  to  raise  any  obstacles  or  pose 
threats  to  normal  trade  exchanges  and  to  the  use  of  sea  lanes  linking  the 
states  of  that  region  with  other  countries."177 

Brezhnev  elaborated  on  the  proposal  in  his  February  23,  1981,  speech 
before  the  Twenty-sixth  Congress  of  the  cpsu.  He  noted  that  the  United 
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States,  by  concentrating  naval  and  air  power  near  the  Gulf,  had  created  a 
"military  threat"  to  that  region.  "A  state  of  stability  and  calm,"  he  went 
on  to  say,  could  be  restored  only  "by  means  of  a  joint  effort,  with  due 
account  for  the  legitimate  interests  of  all  sides.  The  sovereign  rights  of 
the  [Gulf]  states  and  the  security  of  maritime  and  other  communica¬ 
tions  connecting  the  region  with  the  rest  of  the  world  can  be  guaran¬ 
teed,"  he  concluded.178  Brezhnev  clearly  implied  that  the  USSR  was  to 
be  one  of  the  guarantors  of  the  new  Gulf  order. 

The  Brezhnev  Plan  was  promptly  dismissed  by  Washington — a  "sen¬ 
ior  State  department  official"  was  quoted  as  saying  that  the  U.S.  govern¬ 
ment  "had  no  quarrel  with  the  broad  principles  enunciated  by  Mr. 
Brezhnev"  but  "had  no  interest  in  enhancing  Soviet  prestige  by  reacting 
positively  to  Mr.  Brezhnev  as  long  as  the  Soviet  Union  continued  to 
crush  Afghan  resistance."179  More  significantly,  the  plan  was  also  ig¬ 
nored  in  the  Gulf.  This  was  true  not  only  of  all  but  one  of  the  conserva¬ 
tive  regimes180  but  also  of  the  Islamic  Republic  and  Iraq.  Baghdad's 
failure  to  comment  favorably  on  Brezhnev's  proposal  may  have  sur¬ 
prised  some  observers  of  the  Gulf  scene.  After  all,  in  the  February  1980 
statement  by  the  rcc  and  the  Ba'th  party  Regional  Command,  Iraq  had 
rejected  the  Carter  Doctrine,  objecting  specifically  to  foreign  military 
bases  and  to  the  deployment  of  foreign  troops  on  the  territory  of  the 
littoral  states — two  of  Brezhnev's  key  points.  Baghdad  was  also  on 
record  opposing  foreign-sponsored  military  blocs  and  outside  inter¬ 
ference  in  regional  affairs.  Nevertheless,  Iraq  and  most  of  its  neighbors 
refused  to  endorse  the  Brezhnev  Plan.  They  saw  in  it  but  another  at¬ 
tempt  by  the  Kremlin  to  intrude  itself  into  regional  affairs  at  a  time 
when  the  Gulf  governments,  in  spite  of  the  Kremlin's  assurances,  re¬ 
mained  highly  alarmed  about  Moscow's  intentions  in  view  of  the  con¬ 
tinued  Soviet  military  presence  in  Afghanistan.  Even  more  signifi¬ 
cantly,  the  regional  actors  could  not  but  be  painfully  aware  of  the  plan's 
irrelevance  in  the  context  of  the  Iraq-Iran  war  which,  since  September 
1980,  had  emerged  as  the  Gulf's  most  critical  regional  problem.  They 
were  also  determined  to  steer  the  Gulf  clear  of  the  U.S. -Soviet  competi¬ 
tion.  Put  differently,  most  Arab  governments  as  well  as  Tehran  felt  that 
the  superpowers  were  above  all  concerned  not  with  the  problems  of  the 
region  but  with  their  own  global  rivalry.  For  this  reason,  most  of  the 
local  actors  believed  that  the  best  thing  the  Soviet  Union  and  the 
United  States  could  do  for  the  Gulf  was  to  leave  it  alone.  Finally,  in  the 
case  of  Iraq,  it  will  be  recalled  that  in  1979  and  1980  Moscow-Baghdad 
relations  had  reached  a  new  low.  That,  in  itself,  would  probably  have 
precluded  endorsement  of  the  Brezhnev  Plan.181 
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Evaluation 

A  comparison  between  the  Iraqi  and  Soviet  positions  on  regional  se¬ 
curity  and  stability  in  the  Persian  Gulf  during  the  latter  1970s  reveals 
agreement  on  a  number  of  key  issues.  Thus,  both  governments  were 
wary  of  U.S.  intentions  and  remained  committed  to  declaring  the  Gulf 
(as  well  as  the  Indian  Ocean)  a  "zone  of  peace."  According  to  this 
formula,  the  great  powers  would  refrain  from  forging  military  alliances, 
from  using  force,  and  from  competing  with  each  other  in  the  Gulf 
region.  The  outsiders  would  also  undertake  not  to  seek  the  use  of  bases 
and  other  military  installations  in  the  territories  of  the  littoral  states, 
not  to  interfere  in  their  internal  affairs,  and  to  respect  their  nonaligned 
status.  Moreover,  and  for  obvious  reasons,  the  Kremlin  supported  Iraq's 
insistence  on  the  oil-producers'  right  to  their  "natural  resources"  as  well 
as  on  freedom  of  commercial  navigation  in  and  beyond  the  Gulf. 

Yet,  Moscow's  and  Baghdad's  positions  were  not  identical.  Pertinent 
Soviet  statements  (including  the  Brezhnev  Plan)  contained  no  reference 
to  occasional  visits  to  the  Gulf  by  warships  of  nonlittoral  states.  Iraq,  in 
contrast,  was  on  record  objecting  to  such  visits  and  extended  its  injunc¬ 
tion  not  only  to  Western  naval  vessels  but  also,  explicitly,  to  the  Soviet 
navy.  Moscow's  neglect  of  a  subject  which  was  clearly  important  to 
Baghdad  illustrates  the  proposition  that  although  the  USSR  was  at¬ 
tempting  to  project  an  image  of  a  peaceful  and  friendly  neighbor  intent 
on  promoting  the  interests  of  the  littoral  states,  Iraq  made  no  distinc¬ 
tion  between  the  outsiders  and  warned  all  of  them,  including  the  Soviet 
Union,  to  stay  out  of  regional  affairs.  In  a  similar  fashion,  while  Mos¬ 
cow  focused  its  attention  on  the  activities  of  the  Western  powers,  above 
all  the  United  States,  Baghdad  attached  primary  importance  to  the 
initiatives  of  the  littoral  states.  For  example,  Iraq  insisted  that  freedom 
of  navigation  in  the  Gulf  be  secured  by  regional  means.  The  Soviets 
repeatedly  endorsed  the  principle  itself  but  said  nothing  about  how  it 
should  be  guaranteed.  However,  their  clear  preference,  as  enunciated  by 
Brezhnev  in  February  1981,  was  for  an  international  agreement  to 
which  the  USSR  was  a  party.  Moreover,  and  most  importantly,  Baghdad 
saw  itself  as  a  leading  power  in  the  Gulf:  only  adoption  of  its  proposals 
would  result  in  the  achievement  of  regional  security  and  stability.  Un¬ 
mentioned  in  the  Iraqi  pronouncements  but  clearly  underlying  them 
was  Baghdad's  rivalry  with  Tehran  for  preeminence  in  the  Gulf  area. 
Dormant  after  the  1975  Algiers  accord,  their  competition  resurfaced  in 
the  wake  of  the  Iranian  revolution.  Although  indirectly,  the  Kremlin  did 
take  a  stand  on  this  issue.  In  applauding  the  ouster  of  Mohammed  Reza 
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Shah  and  in  seeking  to  improve  relations  with  the  Islamic  Republic,  the 
Soviets  left  no  doubt  about  their  refusal  to  support  Iraq  in  its  struggle  for 
regional  preeminence.  Intended  to  demonstrate  Moscow's  displeasure 
with  Baghdad,  the  Soviet  stance  also  provided  another  illustration  of 
the  Kremlin's  preoccupation  with  its  rivalry  with  the  United  States — 
the  Iranian  revolution  removed  Washington's  staunchest  regional  ally 
from  the  Gulf  scene.  Iraq's  displeasure  manifested  itself,  in  part,  in 
unequivocal  condemnation  of  the  Soviet  move  into  Afghanistan.  Fi¬ 
nally,  in  sharp  contrast  with  Moscow,  Baghdad  had  little  to  say  about 
the  huge  amounts  of  modern  weapons  flowing  into  the  Gulf  arsenals 
throughout  the  1970s.  After  all,  Iraq  itself  was  a  recipient  of  large 
quantities  of  Soviet  and  Western-made  arms.  Still,  the  Iraqis  were 
clearly  uneasy  about  the  shah's  ambitious  acquisition  program:  their 
own  military  buildup  proceeded  apace  long  after  the  defeat  of  the  Kurds 
in  1975. 

In  short,  it  might  be  argued  that,  in  the  period  between  1975  and  1980, 
Soviet  and  Iraqi  short-term  interests  overlapped  in  that  both  parties 
called  for  noninvolvement  by  outside  powers  in  the  affairs  of  the  Gulf. 
Even  on  this  issue,  however,  the  USSR  and  Iraq  had  found  themselves  in 
substantive  disagreement:  while  Baghdad  insisted  that  regional  ar¬ 
rangements  be  worked  out  and  enforced  from  within  the  Gulf  to  the 
exclusion  of  all  outsiders,  Moscow,  as  evidenced  by  Brezhnev's  speech 
of  February  1981,  was  seeking  active  participation  in  formulating  and 
subsequently  implementing  wider  international  guarantees.  In  other 
words,  while  Iraq  was  advocating  a  Gulf  free  from  superpower  rivalry, 
the  USSR  endeavored  to  insert  itself  into  regional  affairs.  In  this  sense, 
even  their  short-term  interests  were  not  the  same. 

The  same  conclusion  applies  to  Soviet  and  Iraqi  longer-term  inter¬ 
ests,  as  the  Kremlin  consistently  refused  to  endorse  Baghdad's  claim  to 
leadership  in  the  Gulf  region.  During  the  period  under  discussion  in  this 
chapter,  this  was  evident,  in  part,  in  the  major  pronouncements  by  the 
Soviet  dignitaries  as  well  as  in  the  joint  Soviet-Iraqi  communiques. 
Thus,  Brezhnev's  address  before  the  Twenty-fifth  Congress  of  the  cpsu, 
held  in  February  1976,  contained  praise  for  Iraq  but  did  not  mention  the 
Gulf  or  its  problems.182  The  joint  communique,  issued  at  the  conclu¬ 
sion  of  Premier  Kosygin's  1976  visit  to  Baghdad,  called  for  the  proclama¬ 
tion  of  the  Indian  Ocean  as  a  "zone  of  peace"  but  made  no  reference  to 
the  Gulf.183  Nor  was  the  subject  broached  in  the  speeches  by  Kosygin 
and  Saddam  Hussein  during  the  latter's  1977  visit  to  the  USSR  or  in  the 
joint  communique.184  The  same  was  true  of  official  statements  occa¬ 
sioned  by  the  Iraqi  leader's  1978  trip  to  Moscow.185 
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Since  the  public  record  contains  no  evidence,  one  can  only  wonder 
whether  Brezhnev  or  Saddam  Hussein  had  ever  tried  to  sway  the  other 
party's  position  on  these  delicate  and  important  matters.  It  is,  however, 
likely  that  if  such  attempts  were  made  by  either  one  or  both,  Baghdad 
and  Moscow  found  themselves  unable  to  "influence"  the  other  side. 
The  issues  involved  were  too  sensitive,  affecting  as  they  did  interests 
that  were  no  doubt  regarded  as  "vital"  by  both  parties  concerned.  Under 
these  circumstances,  compromise  was  beyond  reach,  and  any  applica¬ 
tion  of  pressure  would  have  been  counterproductive. 


■  7  The  Iran-Iraq  War 


The  normalization  of  Iraqi-Iranian  relations,  effected  in  1975,  was  one 
of  the  early  casualties  of  the  Islamic  revolution.  On  September  17, 1980, 
Saddam  Hussein  renounced  the  Algiers  treaty,  and  after  five  days  Iraqi 
troops  invaded  Iran.  They  held  the  initiative  during  the  first  six  weeks  of 
the  war  and  captured  parts  of  the  oil-rich  Khuzistan  province.  Iran  went 
on  a  counteroffensive  in  the  spring  of  1981,  and  by  June  1982  forced  the 
Iraqis  to  withdraw  from  most  of  the  occupied  territories.  After  two 
years  of  inconclusive  fighting,  Iranian  forces  invaded  Iraq  in  early  1984. 
They  made  some  inroads  into  Iraqi  territory  but  failed  to  capture  the 
city  of  Basrah — a  major  strategic  and  political  objective — or  to  cut  the 
vital  Baghdad-Basrah-Kuwait  highway.  In  1988,  the  Iraqi  army  attacked, 
recovered  the  territory  lost  since  1984,  and  occupied  some  Iranian 
territory  which  it  held  until  1990.  Relative  stalemate  on  the  ground  was 
accompanied  by  intensified  air  attacks  against  industrial  installations, 
civilian  targets  as  well  as  against  petroleum  shipping  in  the  Gulf.  In  the 
last  stages  of  the  war,  the  belligerents  also  fired  Soviet-made  Scud 
missiles  at  each  other's  cities. 

In  the  diplomatic  arena,  Baghdad  gradually  lowered  its  demands  and, 
before  1988,  was  prepared  to  accept  unconditional  cease-fire  and  to 
negotiate  a  peaceful  settlement  of  the  conflict.  The  Islamic  Republic,  in 
contrast,  insisted  that  it  would  accept  nothing  short  of  the  overthrow  of 
the  Saddam  Hussein  regime.  Only  in  the  summer  of  1988,  after  it  had 
run  out  of  steam,  did  Iran  accept  the  UN-sponsored  cease-fire. 


Early  Stages  of  the  Conflict  (1980-1981) 

Soviet  opposition  to  Iraq's  decision  to  invade  Iran  became  evident  on 
September  21,  when  rcc  member  Tariq  Aziz  arrived  in  Moscow  and 


The  Iran- Iraq  War  231 


conferred  with  cpsu  Central  Committee  Secretary  Boris  Ponomarev 
and  First  Deputy  Foreign  Minister  Viktor  Mal'tsev.  The  purpose  of  the 
visit  was  to  explain  to  the  Kremlin  leaders  the  reasons  for  Saddam 
Hussein's  decision  to  invade  Iran  and  to  secure  Soviet  support  for  the 
war  effort.  Pravda's  treatment  of  the  Tariq  Aziz  visit — a  short,  terse 
item,  appearing  on  page  41 — attested  to  Moscow's  anger  with  Iraq  and, 
therefore,  to  the  rejection  of  his  requests  for  Soviet  assistance. 

Another  early  indication  of  the  Kremlin's  tilt  toward  the  Islamic 
Republic  was  provided  by  the  treatment  which  vice  president  of  the 
USSR  Supreme  Soviet  Inamadzhan  Usmankhodzhaev  and  Mal'tsev  ex¬ 
tended  to  the  Iranian  ambassador  to  the  Soviet  Union.  According  to 
Mohammed  Mokri's  own  account,  he  had  asked  the  USSR  to  condemn 
Iraq's  aggression  and  to  cut  off  military  assistance  to  it.  The  Soviet 
officials  equivocated.  They  said  that  Soviet  "military  aid  to  Iraq  was 
governed  by  the  1972  treaty  and  was  intended  for  use  against  Israel." 
They  went  on  to  note  that  the  Kremlin  regarded  the  war  as  "benefitting 
the  imperialists  only"  and  wished  it  to  end  "as  soon  as  possible."  But,  in 
spite  of  the  clear  disapproval  of  Iraq's  decision,  the  USSR  intended  to 
remain  neutral  in  the  Tehran-Baghdad  conflict.  On  balance,  the  Iranian 
ambassador  was  pleased:  "We  are  thankful  to  the  Soviet  Union  because 
we  feel  it  has  adopted  a  neutral  position"  in  the  Gulf  conflict.2 

On  September  24  Pravda  came  out  with  its  initial  appraisal  of  the  Iran- 
Iraq  war.  A  commentary  by  Iurii  Glukhov,  pointedly  entitled  "Who  Ben¬ 
efits  from  This?,"  set  the  tone  for  the  official  Soviet  position  maintained 
for  the  duration  of  the  conflict.  Glukhov  reminded  his  readers  that  the 
leaders  of  the  1968  revolution  adhered  to  an  "anti-imperialist  policy,"  as 
evidenced  by  their  espousal  of  nonalignment  and  their  rejection  of  the 
Camp  David  accords.  In  Iran  the  Islamic  revolution  overthrew  the  pro- 
Western  shah,  depriving  Washington  of  its  most  important  ally  in  the 
Persian  Gulf.  By  1980  both  states  emerged  as  the  leading  anti-Western 
powers  of  the  Gulf.  Because  of  this,  the  war  between  them  was  wel¬ 
comed  by  the  "imperialist  camp" — by  fighting  each  other,  Baghdad  and 
Tehran  were  destroying  their  ability  to  oppose  the  West.  Pravda  also  de¬ 
plored  the  Iran-Iraq  conflict  because  Washington  regarded  it  as  a  "proof" 
of  regional  instability.  That,  in  turn,  could  easily  serve  as  an  excuse  for 
American  military  intervention  in  the  Gulf.  For  these  reasons,  Glukhov 
expressed  hope  that  the  belligerents  would  "demonstrate  good  will"  and 
would  resolve  their  differences  "by  means  of  [direct]  negotiations." 

But  even  as  the  Soviets  expressed  their  opposition  to  the  war,  it 
became  obvious  that  Baghdad  was  in  no  hurry  to  terminate  the  hos¬ 
tilities.  On  September  24,  Pravda  published  Iraq's  conditions  for  ending 
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the  war:  the  return  to  Iraqi  sovereignty  of  the  three  Gulf  islands,  Iran's 
recognition  of  Iraq's  right  to  the  entire  Shatt  al-Arab,  and  Tehran's 
respect  for  territorial  integrity  and  sovereignty  of  Iraq.  According  to  the 
same  issue  of  Pravda,  Iran  responded  by  declaring  the  Shatt  al-Arab  a 
"zone  of  military  operations"  and  closed  the  Strait  of  Hormuz  to  "strate¬ 
gic  goods"  being  shipped  to  Iraqi  ports. 

The  degree  of  Soviet  concern  with  the  rapidly  deteriorating  situation 
in  the  Gulf  was  reflected  in  the  attention  which  the  war  received  at  the 
Kremlin's  highest  levels.  Speaking  at  a  dinner  in  honor  of  Indian  Presi¬ 
dent  Sanjiva  Reddy  on  September  30,  Brezhnev  expressed  Moscow's 
regret  at  the  Gulf  conflict.  He  went  on  to  say  that  the  war  was  not  a 
result  of  a  "simple  tragic  misunderstanding."  Rather,  "some  people 
[who]  are  trying  to  profiteer  from  it"  bore  the  responsibility  for  the  Iran- 
Iraq  conflict.  Who  were  these  people,  Brezhnev  asked  and  answered: 
"Those  who  .  .  .  wish  to  establish  their  control  over  Middle  Eastern  oil, 
who  dream  about  transforming  Iran  once  again  into  a  military  base  and 
into  a  gendarme  outpost  of  imperialism."  Turning  to  the  belligerents, 
the  Soviet  leader  warned  that  they  stood  to  gain  nothing  from  "mutual 
destruction,  bloodshed,  and  disruption  of  each  other's  economies." 
Brezhnev  returned  to  these  themes  eight  days  later,  in  a  Kremlin  speech 
honoring  Syrian  President  Hafez  al-Assad.  On  that  occasion,  however, 
the  secretary  general  went  one  step  further.  He  "resolutely"  warned 
others:  "keep  your  hands  off  the  unfolding  events."3 

Otherwise,  during  the  early  stages  of  the  conflict,  the  USSR  refrained 
from  sending  war  materiel  to  either  antagonist.  According  to  Secretary 
of  State  Edmund  S.  Muskie,  "the  Russians  appeared  to  be  living  up  to 
pledges  'to  stand  off  and  away  from  the  conflict  in  a  neutral  posture.'  "4 
However,  although  the  Kremlin  refused  to  continue  supplying  weapons 
to  Iraq,  it  was  said  to  have  offered  arms  to  Iran.  On  October  5  Tehran 
Radio  reported  that,  in  the  course  of  a  recent  meeting  between  Prime 
Minister  Ali  Rajai  and  Soviet  Ambassador  Vladimir  M.  Vinogradov,  the 
latter  had  offered  Iran  "long-term  military  assistance."5  The  Kremlin 
denied  the  report:  "No  offers  to  Iran  regarding  the  supply  of  weapons 
from  the  Soviet  side  have  been  issued."6  Nevertheless,  it  is  possible  that 
Vinogradov  was  exploring  Tehran's  intentions  with  the  view  to  com¬ 
mitting  the  USSR  to  the  Islamic  Republic.  Put  differently,  in  late  Sep¬ 
tember  to  early  October  1980,  Moscow  may  have  seriously  considered 
abandoning  Iraq  in  favor  of  Ayatollah  Khomeini's  Iran.  Even  if  this 
supposition  was  correct,  however,  it  soon  became  obvious  that  Tehran 
had  no  intention  of  associating  itself  closely  with  the  USSR.  According 
to  Tehran  Radio,  Rajai  rejected  Vinogradov's  offer.7 
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In  November  1980  Tariq  Aziz  returned  to  Moscow.  The  account  of  his 
"working  visit"  in  the  Soviet  press  was  strikingly  similar  to  that  of  late 
September:  Pravda  carried  but  a  short  note  of  his  meeting  with  Ponom¬ 
arev  and  Mal'tsev.8  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  Tariq  Aziz  returned  to 
Moscow  to  plead  for  Soviet  arms.  Because  the  Iraqi  offensive  had  by 
then  ground  to  a  halt  and  Tehran  had  shown  no  interest  in  ending  the 
conflict  on  Saddam  Hussein's  terms,  it  had  become  imperative  for 
Baghdad  to  persuade  the  Kremlin  to  resume  its  military  assistance 
program  to  Iraq.  Judging  by  the  coverage  of  his  visit  in  the  Soviet  press 
and  by  his  own  subsequent  account  of  the  failure  of  the  two  missions  to 
the  USSR,  Tariq  Aziz  again  left  Moscow  empty-handed.9 

Seen  together,  the  Kremlin's  opposition  to  the  Gulf  conflict  and  its 
refusal  to  provide  Baghdad  with  badly  needed  military  equipment10 
served  as  clear  indications  of  the  USSR's  profound  dissatisfaction  with 
Iraq.  At  the  same  time,  the  unyielding  Soviet  stance  also  represented  a 
concerted  effort  to  pressure  Saddam  Hussein  into  abandoning  war  as  a 
means  of  resolving  his  differences  with  Ayatollah  Khomeini.  Although 
Moscow  held  a  powerful  hand,  it  failed  to  achieve  the  desired  results — 
in  1980  and  early  1981,  Iraq  was  not  yet  in  any  mood  to  compromise. 
Nevertheless,  even  at  this  lowest  point  in  their  relationship,  when, 
according  to  Tariq  Aziz,  "the  two  countries  had  narrowly  avoided  a 
major  blowup,"11  neither  the  USSR  nor  Iraq  were  prepared  to  burn  all 
the  bridges.  Moscow's  reluctance  to  effect  a  total  break  was  indicated, 
in  part,  by  the  willingness  of  some  members  of  the  Warsaw  Pact,  par¬ 
ticularly  Poland,  to  barter  war  materiel  for  Iraqi  oil.12 

Despite  Moscow's  support  of  Tehran  during  the  "hostage  crisis"  with 
the  United  States  and  of  the  Kremlin's  tilt  toward  the  Islamic  Republic 
during  the  initial  phase  of  the  Gulf  war,  relations  between  Iran  and  the 
USSR  were  often  strained.  A  major  irritant  proved  to  be  the  Soviet 
invasion  of  Afghanistan,  an  act  that  Iran  condemned  decisively.  As 
early  as  the  spring  of  1980,  Foreign  Minister  Sadeq  Qotbzadeh  warned 
the  USSR  that  refusal  to  withdraw  troops  from  Afghanistan  would 
cause  Iran  to  extend  military  assistance  to  the  mujahideen.13  In  addi¬ 
tion,  he  accused  the  Iranian  Communist  party  of  harboring  Soviet 
agents.  In  July  1980,  Qotbzadeh  ordered  the  staff  of  the  Soviet  embassy 
in  Tehran  reduced  from  three  hundred  to  fifteen  and  some  1,200  tech¬ 
nicians  from  the  USSR  and  the  East  European  countries  expelled  from 
Iran.14  Moscow  attempted  to  minimize  the  rift,  and  none  of  these 
occurrences  were  reported  in  the  Soviet  press.  However,  another  inci¬ 
dent — the  storming  of  the  Soviet  embassy  in  Tehran  by  a  mob  of  anti¬ 
communist  Afghans  in  December  1980 — could  not  be  concealed.  It 


234  Regional  Problems 


badly  strained  Soviet-Iranian  relations  but  did  not  lead  to  a  break  be¬ 
tween  the  two  states.15 

Brezhnev  discussed  the  subject  of  Iraqi-Iranian  relations  in  his  Febru¬ 
ary  21,  1981,  speech  before  the  Twenty-sixth  Congress  of  the  cpsu.  He 
praised  the  Islamic  revolution  as  a  "major  event  in  international  life  of 
recent  years"  and  went  on  to  say  that,  "with  all  of  its  complexity  and 
contradictions,  it  is,  essentially,  an  anti-imperialist  revolution."  For 
this  reason  the  USSR  was  "prepared  to  develop  with  Iran  good  relations 
on  the  basis  of  equality  and,  of  course,  reciprocity."  Turning  to  the  war, 
Brezhnev  branded  it  as  "absolutely  senseless  from  the  standpoint  of  the 
interests  of  these  states."  Since  the  conflict  benefited  "imperialism" 
only,  the  secretary  general  repeated  the  Kremlin's  hope  that  the  bellig¬ 
erents  would  soon  negotiate  an  end  to  the  hostilities.  Brezhnev  con¬ 
cluded  this  part  of  his  speech  by  noting:  "We  strive  to  promote  this  in 
practice  also."16 

What  this  "striving  to  promote"  a  peaceful  settlement  in  the  Iraq-Iran 
war  actually  meant  was  not  explained  by  either  Brezhnev  or  the  Soviet 
media,  fudging  by  his  speech  and  the  spring  1981  pronouncements  of 
the  Soviet  press,  however,  the  Kremlin  attempted  not  only  to  remain  on 
good  terms  with  Iran  but  also — in  a  new  departure — to  improve  rela¬ 
tions  with  Iraq.  In  retrospect,  it  would  seem  that  the  continuing  aloof¬ 
ness  of  the  Islamic  Republic  was  one  of  the  factors  which  prompted 
Moscow  to  seek  an  improvement  in  the  badly  strained  relations  with 
Iraq.  Another  consideration  related  to  the  fortunes  of  war  and  their 
impact  on  the  belligerents'  respective  positions:  by  early  1981,  the  Iraqi 
forces  were  bogged  down  in  defensive  operations  and,  in  May,  the  Ira¬ 
nians  launched  their  first  major  counteroffensive.  As  the  Iraqis  realized 
that  their  blitzkrieg  had  failed  to  bring  the  Islamic  Republic  to  its  knees, 
Baghdad's  diplomatic  stance  began  to  mellow.  Tehran's  attitude,  in 
contrast,  remained  as  inflexible  as  it  had  been  before.  In  any  event,  in 
the  spring  and  summer  of  1 98 1  the  Gulf  war  restored  partial  harmony  to 
Soviet-Iraqi  relations,  as  Baghdad  came  out  in  favor  of  a  compromise 
political  settlement — a  course  of  action  that  Moscow  approved  of  all 
along — but  encountered  Ayatollah  Khomeini's  stubborn  opposition  to 
anything  less  than  the  removal  of  Saddam  Hussein. 


The  Iranian  Counteroffensive  (1981-1982) 

In  May  1981  Iranian  troops  mounted  their  first  major  counteroffensive. 
Soon  afterward,  Israel  destroyed  the  Osirak  nuclear  reactor,  situated 
near  Baghdad,  and  explained  its  attack  in  terms  of  Iraq's  ongoing  con- 
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struction  of  a  nuclear  device.17  One  of  the  unintended  consequences  of 
Jerusalem's  action  (as  well  as  of  the  changing  fortunes  of  the  war  and  of 
the  deteriorating  Soviet-Iranian  relations)  was  the  resumption  of  coop¬ 
eration  between  the  USSR  and  Iraq.  Before  turning  to  that  subject, 
however,  Moscow's  relations  with  Iran  will  be  examined. 

Relations  with  Iran.  An  important  feature  of  the  second  phase  of  the 
Gulf  war  was  the  growing  deterioration  of  Soviet-Iranian  relations.  One 
of  the  issues  over  which  the  two  states  remained  at  loggerheads  was 
Afghanistan,  where  some  of  the  outside  assistance  to  the  anticommu¬ 
nist  mujahideen  had  been  channeled  through  the  Islamic  Republic.  On 
August  25,  1981,  Pravda  published  a  lengthy  “Statement  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  dra"  addressed  to  Pakistan  and  Iran.  It  pleaded  for  normal¬ 
ization  of  relations  between  Afghanistan  and  its  neighbors  and  called  on 
Islamabad  and  Tehran  to  discontinue  their  support  of  the  antigovern¬ 
ment  guerrillas.  Kabul's  gesture  was  warmly  praised  in  the  Soviet  press 
but  was  rejected  by  Iran.18 

On  February  1 1,  1982,  in  a  marked  shift  of  gears,  Izvestiia  published  a 
highly  favorable  review  of  Soviet-Iranian  relations.  It  was  written  by  A. 
Akhmedzianov  and  coincided  with  a  visit  to  Moscow  of  Energy  Minis¬ 
ter  Hasan  Qafuri-Fard.  The  article  disclosed  that  in  the  period  between 
1978  and  1981,  the  transport  of  goods  to  and  from  Iran  through  Soviet 
territory  rose  from  1  to  3.4  million  tons,  while  the  USSR's  trade  with 
Iran  increased  from  671  to  800  million  rubles.  In  addition,  in  1981 
alone,  the  Soviets  received  more  than  2.2  million  tons  of  Iranian  oil. 
Akhmedzianov  concluded  on  a  highly  optimistic  note:  bilateral  cooper¬ 
ation  was  an  “objective  necessity  stemming  not  only  from  geographic 
proximity  of  the  two  countries  but  also  from  the  fact  that  it  fulfills 
[their  respective)  interests.  .  .  Given  the  tone  of  Akhmedzianov's 
article,  the  unfavorable  review  of  Moscow-Tehran  relations  which 
appeared  in  Pravda  on  March  9,  1982,  came  as  a  definite  surprise. 
Because  of  its  unusual  candor,  Pavel  Demchenko's  expose  deserves  to  be 
examined  in  detail.  He  began  by  praising  the  "positive  changes"  which 
the  1979  revolution  had  effected  in  Iran's  foreign  policy — it  "broadened 
the  sphere  of  coincidence  in  our  countries'  positions  in  the  interna¬ 
tional  arena  and  created  conditions  for  developing  goodneighborly  rela¬ 
tions.  .  .  ."  Therefore,  the  USSR  had  hoped  that  “great  possibilities  for 
development  of  Soviet-Iranian  relations"  would  be  translated  into  con¬ 
crete  results.  They  were  not. 

In  terms  of  economic  and  trade  relations,  Demchenko  found  the 
figures  to  be  "impressive":  after  1979,  trade  between  the  two  countries 
had  grown  appreciably.  In  addition,  the  USSR  continued  to  assist  Iran  in 
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the  construction  of  numerous  industrial  projects.  Tehran,  in  turn,  was 
on  schedule  repaying  its  debts  and  remained  interested  in  "broadening 
[its]  economic  and  trade  relations  with  the  Soviet  Union."  Unfortu¬ 
nately,  economic  cooperation  did  not  extend  itself  to  "other  aspects  of 
Soviet-Iranian  relations."  On  the  contrary,  the  Iranian  authorities  had 
reduced  the  number  of  diplomats,  assigned  to  the  Soviet  embassy  in 
Tehran,  and  closed  the  consulate  in  Resht.  The  same  thing  happened  to 
the  offices  of  the  Russo-Iranian  Bank,  of  the  Soviet  Insurance  Company, 
and  of  the  Soviet-Iranian  Cultural  Society.  These  actions  were  accom¬ 
panied  by  "rapidly  intensifying  anti-Soviet  propaganda."  To  blame  were 
those  "forces  in  the  Iranian  leadership  that  oppose  goodneighborly  rela¬ 
tions  and  cooperation  with  our  country."  Demchenko  concluded  on  a 
conciliatory  note:  in  spite  of  the  existing  problems,  the  USSR  remained 
committed  to  its  "support  of  the  Iranian  revolution"  and  wished  to 
improve  bilateral  relations  "on  the  basis  of  genuine  equality  and  mutual 
interests." 

Demchenko's  lengthy  discourse  reflected  Moscow's  deep  disillusion¬ 
ment  with  the  Islamic  Republic:  the  USSR  had  supported  Iran  in  its 
confrontation  with  the  United  States  and  it  had  remained  interested  in 
improving  bilateral  relations.  Tehran,  in  contrast,  had  made  full  use  of 
Soviet  assistance  in  its  hour  of  need  and  then  proceeded  to  show  its  true 
anti-Soviet  colors.  This  discovery  must  have  served  as  an  additional 
impetus  for  Moscow  to  improve  its  relations  with  Iraq. 

Relations  with  Iraq.  A  marked  shift  in  Soviet-Iraqi  relations  oc¬ 
curred  after  the  Israeli  destruction  of  Osirak  in  June  of  that  year.  The 
Kremlin  reacted  sharply  to  what  a  "tass  Statement"  described  as  a 
"gangster  action,"  perpetrated  in  collusion  with  the  United  States.19 
While  the  statement  zeroed  in  on  Israel  and  the  United  States  and  said 
little  about  the  object  of  the  attack,  it  soon  became  obvious  that  the 
destruction  of  Osirak  provided  a  major  impetus  for  the  resumption  of 
Soviet-Iraqi  cooperation. 

On  June  18,  1981,  First  Deputy  Prime  Minister  and  rcc  member  Taha 
Yasin  Ramadan  arrived  in  Moscow  "at  the  invitation  of  the  Soviet 
government."  According  to  Pravda,  it  was  an  "official  visit,"  the  first 
such  event  since  the  beginning  of  the  Gulf  war.  One  of  the  issues 
discussed  was  the  "continuing  development  of  relations  between  the 
USSR  and  Iraq  on  the  basis  of  the  [1972]  treaty."  According  to  Pravda , 
both  sides  "expressed  readiness  to  broaden  economic  ties,  trade,  and 
cooperation  in  other  areas  (a  euphemism  for  supply  of  Soviet  weapons] 
on  a  stable  and  mutually  profitable  foundation."20  Among  the  outward 
manifestations  of  the  Ramadan  visit  were  the  signings  of  a  bilateral, 


The  Iran-Iraq  War  237 


long-term  economic,  commercial,  and  technical  cooperation  accord  in 
late  June  and  of  an  Iraq-Comecon  agreement  in  October  1981. 21 

Moscow-Baghdad  rapprochement  was  reflected  on  the  political  level 
as  well.  In  mid-July  1981,  a  Soviet  government  delegation  arrived  in  the 
Iraqi  capital  to  attend  the  independence  day  ceremonies.  It  was  point¬ 
edly  received  by  Saddam  Hussein  who  used  the  opportunity  to  ac¬ 
knowledge  the  "support  and  solidarity  of  the  USSR  in  connection  with 
Israel's  bandit  attack  on  the  Iraqi  nuclear  .  . .  research  complex."22  One 
of  the  tangible  results  of  the  improvement  in  Soviet-Iraqi  relations  was 
Baghdad's  decision  to  drop  its  opposition  to  the  Afghan  Communist 
regime  and  to  the  Russian  invasion  of  Afghanistan.  Moreover,  in  June 
1981,  Moscow  agreed  to  lift  the  arms  embargo,  instituted  in  the  wake  of 
the  Iraqi  invasion  of  Iran.  Additional  evidence  supporting  this  conclu¬ 
sion  was  provided  by  both  Ramadan  and  Tariq  Aziz.  In  interviews  with 
the  Wall  Street  Journal,  given  in  April  1982,  both  officials  said  that  the 
USSR  had  "refus[edj  to  resupply  Iraq  with  [military)  equipment  ...  for 
10  months  after  the  war  started,"  that  is,  until  July  1981. 23 

Nevertheless,  in  spite  of  the  outward  normalization  of  Soviet-Iraqi 
relations  and  of  the  continuing  deliveries  of  Russian  war  materiel 
(mainly  from  Eastern  Europe)  during  the  second  phase  of  the  Gulf 
conflict,  Baghdad  remained  unhappy  with  the  USSR  for  at  least  two 
important  reasons.  First,  the  quantity  and  perhaps  also  the  quality  of 
Soviet  arms  received  during  1981  were  judged  inadequate  by  the  Iraqi 
authorities.  Second,  Baghdad  continued  to  resent  deeply  Moscow's  re¬ 
fusal  to  abandon  its  posture  of  neutrality  and  to  come  out  openly  in 
favor  of  Iraq.  As  one  Iraqi  official  put  it:  "The  Soviets  are  straddling  the 
fence,  and  it's  unpardonable."24 


The  War  of  Attrition  (1982-1984) 

In  the  summer  of  1982,  Iranian  troops  expelled  the  Iraqis  from  most  of 
the  territory  occupied  in  the  early  stages  of  the  conflict  and  crossed  the 
border  in  the  southern  sector  of  the  front.  This  offensive,  Pravda  regret¬ 
ted  to  report,  was  carried  out  in  disregard  of  the  Security  Council's 
resolution  calling  for  "immediate  cease-fire,  a  halt  to  military  opera¬ 
tions,  and  withdrawal  of  forces  to  internationally  recognized  borders."25 
As  a  result,  since  mid- 1982,  Baghdad's  and  Moscow's  positions  on  the 
ceasefire  and  troop  withdrawals  corresponded  closely.  This  coincidence 
of  interests  contributed  to  the  gradual  rapprochement  between  the 
USSR  and  Iraq. 

In  the  ensuing  months,  the  Soviet  press  kept  track  of  the  military 
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operations  and  published  occasional  analyses  of  the  situation  unfolding 
in  the  Gulf.  These  commentaries  contained  nothing  new.  It  was  not 
until  June  1983  that  Moscow  refocused  its  attention  on  the  Iraq-Iran 
conflict:  tass  reported  that  Tehran  might  finally  be  interested  in  ending 
the  war  and  had  made  known  Iran's  conditions  for  a  cease-fire.  They 
included  the  withdrawal  of  Iraqi  troops  to  prewar  borders  and  "restitu¬ 
tion  for  material  losses."  With  respect  to  the  disputed  frontier  areas, 
Moscow  did  not  seem  to  care — this  was  a  minor  matter  that  should 
have  been  resolved  a  long  time  ago.  As  for  restitution,  tass  noted  that 
Tariq  Aziz  had  expressed  Iraq's  readiness  to  conclude  with  Iran,  under 
the  aegis  of  the  United  Nations,  an  agreement  binding  both  sides  not  to 
inflict  damage  on  the  civilian  population.  "The  signing  of  such  a  docu¬ 
ment,"  Tariq  Aziz  said,  "would  permit  the  determination  of  damage 
inflicted  on  Iran's  civilian  objects."  (Tariq  Aziz  did  not  say  that  Iraq 
would  actually  pay  reparations  to  Iran,  but  the  notion  was  clearly  im¬ 
plicit  in  his  statement.)26  However,  it  soon  became  obvious  that  Mos¬ 
cow's  optimism  had  been  misplaced. 

The  Soviet  press  returned  to  the  subject  of  peace  several  months — 
and  two  major  Iranian  offensives  (July  and  October  1983) — later.  In 
a  melancholy  account,  Iurii  Glukhov  cited  the  latest  figures  of  the 
"senseless  and  cruel  bloodletting":  some  175,000  dead  and  600,000 
wounded  and  more  than  $2  billion  in  materiel  losses  after  three  years  of 
fighting.  Equally  disturbing  was  the  belligerents'  reaction  to  the  media¬ 
tion  efforts,  undertaken  by  the  United  Nations  and  other  international 
organizations.  However,  while  the  initial  "peace  initiatives"  had  been 
rebuffed  by  both  belligerents,  Iraq,  since  mid- 1982,  was  willing  to  ac¬ 
cept  a  peaceful  settlement  of  the  conflict.  Unfortunately,  Glukhov  con¬ 
tinued,  the  Iranian  leadership  refused  to  reciprocate.  Instead,  Tehran 
insisted  on  "punishing"  Iraq,  on  overthrowing  the  existing  regime,  and 
on  receiving  "sizeable  compensation"  for  war-related  damages.  This 
meant  that  Iran  declined  to  settle  for  anything  less  that  "victory,"  an 
ambition  which  Glukhov  tied  to  the  rise  of  a  "chauvinist  mood"  in 
Tehran.27 

Relations  with  Iran.  The  Islamic  Republic's  intransigence  prompted 
the  USSR  to  come  out  openly  in  support  of  Iraq,  a  move  that  resulted  in 
further  deterioration  of  Moscow- Tehran  relations.  Specifically,  the  So¬ 
viet  media  branded  Iran's  first  major  thrust  into  Iraqi  territory  a  viola¬ 
tion  of  the  un  Security  Council's  cease-fire  resolution  of  July  1982.  The 
Kremlin's  position,  in  turn,  was  interpreted  in  the  Islamic  Republic  as 
abandonment  of  Soviet  neutrality  in  the  Gulf  conflict.  Tehran  accused 
Moscow  of  resuming  large-scale  arms  shipments  to  Iraq  and  publicly 
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upbraided  Moscow's  policies  in  Lebanon  and  especially  in  Afghani¬ 
stan.28 

It  was  in  these  circumstances  that  the  Iranian  government  ordered 
the  crackdown  on  the  Communist  People's  Party  of  Iran  (ppi),  also 
known  as  Tudeh,  which,  after  the  1979  revolution,  had  supported  the 
clerical  regime.  The  timing  of  the  campaign — late  1982  and  early 
1983 — suggests  that  it  was  directly  related  to  Moscow's  position  on 
the  Gulf  war.  In  any  event,  on  February  10,  1983,  Pravda  reported  the 
arrest  of  several  ppi  leaders,  including  First  Secretary  of  the  Central 
Committee  Nureddin  Kiyanuri.  Soviet  condemnation  was  not  long  in 
coming.  In  an  unsigned  article,  entitled  "Contrary  to  Iran's  National 
Interests,"  Pravda  quoted  from  a  statement  by  the  chief  prosecutor, 
who  said  that  the  arrests  had  been  prompted  by  the  party's  "espionage 
activity  on  behalf  of  Eastern  states."  Although  the  statement  did  not 
refer  to  the  USSR  specifically,  Pravda  noted  that  the  "recent  anti- 
Soviet  campaign  [in  Iran]  leaves  no  doubt  as  to  who  is  meant."  The 
article  dismissed  "accusations,  levelled  against  the  leaders  of  the 
Tudeh,  and  attacks  on  the  policy  of  the  Soviet  Union"  as  "groundless 
[and]  slanderous.  .  .  ."29 

On  April  30,  1983,  Kiyanuri  confessed  that  he  and  other  ppi  members 
were  guilty  of  "espionage,  deceit  and  treachery."  On  May  4  Tehran  Radio 
announced  that  the  Tudeh  party  had  been  dissolved  and  that  eighteen 
Soviet  diplomats  had  been  expelled.30  The  Kremlin  reacted  by  means  of 
an  unsigned  article,  entitled  "Concerning  the  Anti-Soviet  Campaign  in 
Iran,"  which  appeared  in  Pravda  on  May  6.  It  denied  that  the  USSR  or 
the  ppi  had  engaged  in  spying  and  protested  against  the  expulsion  of  a 
group  of  "Soviet  employees"  from  the  Islamic  Republic.  Nevertheless, 
Pravda  concluded,  in  spite  of  the  "malicious  provocations  on  the  part  of 
the  enemies  of  Soviet-Iranian  .  .  .  cooperation,"  the  Kremlin  would 
attempt  to  improve  relations  with  Islamic  Republic.31  The  main  points 
of  this  authoritative  article  were  contained  in  Gromyko's  speech  of  June 
16.  Flowever,  the  foreign  minister  added,  the  offer  of  "normal,  friendly 
relations  with  Iran"  was  not  unconditional:  "Soviet  actions  will  depend 
on  whether  Iran  will  respond  by  reciprocity  and  will  maintain  friendly 
relations  with  us,  or  whether  it  has  some  other  intentions."32 

Judging  by  the  subsequent  Soviet  press  comments,  Tehran  did  indeed 
have  "other  intentions."  For  one  thing,  the  Islamic  authorities  con¬ 
tinued  persecuting  the  Tudeh  party.  In  addition,  some  Iranian  officials 
reportedly  attacked  economic  cooperation  between  the  two  states  as 
"ineffective"  and  "not  profitable  to  Iran."  Dismissing  such  claims  as 
"tendentious"  and  "incompetent,"  Pravda  set  out  to  rectify  the  record. 
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Since  1963  the  USSR  contributed  to  the  development  of  Iran's  "metal¬ 
lurgy,  machine  building,  energy,  mining,  geology,  [and)  the  training  of . . . 
cadres."  This  cooperation  resulted  in  the  construction  of  "close  to  160 
enterprises  .  .  .  [that]  are  the  property  of  the  Iranian  state."  Pravda  next 
turned  to  the  problem  of  Iranian  gas,  supplied  to  the  USSR  since  1970 
but  discontinued  after  the  revolution.  Moscow  seemed  upset  by  asser¬ 
tions  that  the  Soviet  Union  had  bought  the  gas  "cheaply"  and,  in  so 
doing,  had  hurt  the  Iranian  economy.  Pravda  noted  that  between  1970 
and  1980,  the  USSR  had  received  72  billion  cubic  meters  of  gas  in 
exchange  for  Soviet  equipment  and  technical  services  provided  in  the 
construction  of  the  Isfahan  steel  complex,  of  the  machine-building 
plant  in  Arak,  of  the  hydroelectrical  construction  on  the  Arax  River,  and 
of  other  objects.  Since  February  1980,  when  Iran  stopped  pumping  gas  to 
the  USSR,  more  than  40  billion  cubic  meters  of  it  had  been  burned.  Even 
in  terms  of  1979  prices,  which  Tehran  considered  low,  this  amounted  to 
a  loss  of  more  than  $4  billion.  Nevertheless,  Moscow  remained  inter¬ 
ested  in  developing  good  relations  with  Iran,  provided  they  were 
founded  on  "true  equality  and  mutuality. . .  ,"33 

The  Islamic  Republic  refused  to  accept  the  Kremlin's  olive  branch.  In 
December  1983,  Pravda  reported  that  a  group  of  "patriotic  officers"  had 
gone  on  trial  before  the  Tribunal  of  the  Armed  Forces.  The  article  by  K. 
Vital'ev  argued  that  the  trial  had  been  organized  by  the  cia  as  "part  of 
Reagan's  crusade  against  Communism"  and  insisted  that  the  "anti- 
Communist  hysteria"  in  the  Islamic  Republic  was  accompanied  by  an 
"accelerating  anti-Soviet  campaign."  "The  Soviet  people  expect  that  the 

dirty  and  malicious  campaign  against  the  USSR  . . .  will  be  stopped, - " 

Vital'ev  concluded,  "otherwise,  the  full  burden  of  responsibility  will  fall 
on  the  ruling  circles  of  that  country."34  The  explicit  threat  failed  to  sway 
the  Islamic  Republic.  On  January  22,  1984,  Pravda  notified  its  readers  of 
the  end  of  the  Tehran  trial:  the  accused  has  been  found  guilty  of  "anti- 
Iranian  activities  and  espionage,"  and  thirteen  were  executed  in  early 
February.  Although  Soviet-Iranian  relations  had  reached  a  new  post- 
1979  low,  no  break  occurred,  however. 

Relations  with  Iraq.  As  the  USSR  and  Iran  were  drifting  apart,  there 
occurred  during  the  third  phase  of  the  Gulf  war  a  corresponding  im¬ 
provement  in  relations  between  the  Soviet  Union  and  Iraq.  It  was  re¬ 
flected  in  the  texts  of  the  official  messages  exchanged  between  the 
leaders  of  the  two  states;  in  the  ongoing  high-level  contacts  between  the 
two  governments;  in  the  expanding  economic  cooperation;  and,  above 
all,  in  the  resumption  of  large-scale  arms  deliveries  to  Iraq. 

In  terms  of  "atmospherics"  the  relative  warmth  of  the  ceremonial 
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messages  could  not  conceal  Saddam  Hussein's  determination  to  steer 
an  independent  course  in  Iraq's  foreign  policy.  The  tone  for  his  position 
was  set  during  a  revealing  interview  with  Time  magazine,  given  in  July 

1982.  Speaking  of  Moscow's  attitude  toward  the  Gulf  war,  he  said,  "The 
Soviet  Union  says  frankly  that  it  is  interested  in  preserving  Iraq.  ...  At 
the  same  time,  the  Soviets  say  that  what  took  place  in  Iran,  after  the  fall 
of  the  Shah,  has  the  meaning  of  a  great  change  in  international  strat¬ 
egy.  .  .  ."  (This  was  Saddam  Hussein's  way  of  saying  that  the  USSR  was 
not  interested  in  destabilizing  Iran  for  fear  that  such  a  turn  of  events 
might  enable  Washington  to  recapture  its  lost  influence  in  Tehran.)  The 
Kremlin's  pursuit  of  its  own  interests  in  the  Middle  East  did  not  sur¬ 
prise  the  Iraqi  leader.  But  their  professed  neutrality  in  the  Gulf  war 
made  no  sense  because  Iraq  did  "not  accuse  or  curse  the  Soviet  Union" 
although  Iran  did.35  Of  importance  in  Saddam  Hussein's  remarks  was 
his  insistence  that  Baghdad's  and  Moscow's  interests  coincided  only 
partially  and  that  Iraq  was  determined  to  pursue  its  foreign  policy 
objectives  regardless  of  Soviet  approval. 

In  the  meantime,  Deputy  Premier  Tariq  Aziz  visited  Moscow  in  June 

1982  and  discussed  "some  questions  of  Soviet-Iraqi  relations"  with 
Ponomarev  and  First  Deputy  Prime  Minister  Ivan  Arkhipov.  It  was  no 
coincidence  that  in  July  nearly  three  hundred  Communists  were  re¬ 
leased  from  Iraqi  prisons,  a  gesture  that  "contributed  considerably  to  an 
improvement  in  the  atmosphere  between  the  Soviet  Union  and  Iraq."36 
Tariq  Aziz  and  Ramadan  returned  to  Moscow  in  December.  According 
to  Pravda,  their  meetings  with  the  Soviet  leaders  were  conducted  in  a 
"business-like,  constructive  atmosphere"  and  dealt  with  "problems  of 
mutual  concern  and  international  problems"  generally.37  It  may  be 
safely  assumed  that  the  Gulf  conflict  and  Soviet  military  assistance  to 
Iraq  were  among  the  more  important  items  on  their  agenda.  In  March 

1983,  a  delegation  of  Iraq's  National  Council  paid  an  official  visit  to  the 
USSR  at  the  invitation  of  the  Supreme  Soviet.38  Finally,  in  November 

1983  Tariq  Aziz,  who  in  the  meanwhile  had  been  appointed  foreign 
minister,  returned  to  Moscow. 

The  treatment  which  the  Soviet  press  extended  to  Tariq  Aziz's  visit — 
a  lengthy  tass  account  of  his  negotiations  with  Gromyko — left  no 
doubt  that  relations  between  Iraq  and  the  USSR  had  improved  signifi¬ 
cantly:  the  sides  expressed  "determination  to  continue  developing  rela¬ 
tions"  on  the  basis  of  the  1972  treaty.  Moreover,  for  the  first  time  in 
years  tass  listed  several  important  areas  on  which  the  two  governments 
held  identical  positions:  they  condemned  the  foreign  policies  of  the 
United  States  and  Israel;  demanded  the  withdrawal  of  Israeli,  U.S.,  and 


242  Regional  Problems 


nato  troops  from  Lebanon;  expressed  themselves  in  favor  of  Arab  soli¬ 
darity;  and  supported  the  plo  as  the  "legitimate  representative  of  the 
Palestinian  people."  With  respect  to  the  Gulf,  the  sides  insisted  that  "no 
one  has  the  right  to  interfere  in  the  affairs  of  the  littoral  states  under  any 
pretext,  including  the  pretext  of  securing  freedom  of  navigation."  Before 
leaving  Moscow,  Tariq  Aziz  announced  that  the  talks  were  "marked  by 
a  spirit  of  friendship  and  deep  mutual  understanding,"  a  formulation 
which  had  not  been  used  in  public  for  several  years.39 

Finally,  and  most  important,  during  the  third  phase  of  the  war,  the 
USSR  resumed  large-scale  arms  shipments  to  Iraq.  In  the  summer  and 
fall  of  1982  the  USSR  reportedly  "resupplied  [Iraq]  with  .  .  .  T-54  tanks, 
mig  jets  and  anti-aircraft  missiles."  The  quantities  of  the  various  weap¬ 
ons  systems  were  described  as  "generous."40  In  addition,  another  "im¬ 
portant  agreement"  on  supply  of  military  equipment  to  Iraq  was  signed 
during  Tariq  Aziz's  November  1983  visit  to  Moscow.  Valued  at  $2.5 
billion,  the  purchase  was  offset  by  a  $2  billion  "package  of  projects, 
including  hydroelectric  generators  and  a  nuclear  power  plant,"  which 
Iraq  would  receive  "on  credit."41 

In  retrospect,  it  seems  obvious  that  the  shift  in  Moscow's  attitude 
toward  Iraq  was  primarily  a  function  of  two  distinct  but  interrelated 
variables:  Iran's  determination  to  wage  war  until  the  Saddam  Hussein 
regime  was  eliminated  and  an  "Islamic  Republic  of  Iraq"  was  set  up;  and 
Tehran's  unwillingness  to  respond  favorably  to  Soviet  offers  of  closer 
relations.  In  addition,  the  Kremlin  was  aware  of  a  gradual  thaw  in  Iraqi- 
U.S.  relations.  In  1982  Washington  extended  credits  to  Iraq  to  purchase 
American  agricultural  products.  In  1983  Donald  Rumsfeld,  Ronald  Rea¬ 
gan's  personal  envoy,  visited  Baghdad  and  conferred  with  President 
Saddam  Hussein.  Later  that  year,  the  United  States  let  it  be  known  that 
it  was  attempting  "to  persuade  its  allies  to  stop  all  shipments  of  arms  to 
Iran."42  In  any  event,  once  the  Soviets  decided  that  Iran  was  not  amena¬ 
ble  to  their  wishes  and  was  determined  to  fight  until  the  "final  victory," 
they  resumed  large-scale  arms  deliveries  to  Baghdad.  By  mid- 198 3  Iraq 
was  reported  to  have  received  sizeable  quantities  of  T-72  tanks  as  well  as 
MiG-23,  MiG-25,  and  even  some  MiG-27  aircraft.  As  a  result,  the  USSR 
regained  its  earlier  position  as  Baghdad's  main  arms  supplier,  once  again 
delivering  approximately  70  percent  of  Iraq's  requirements.43  Thus,  in 
1982  the  Kremlin  abandoned  its  position  of  neutrality  in  the  Gulf  war. 
There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  subsequent  crackdown  on  the  Tudeh 
party  and  the  May  1983  expulsion  of  Soviet  diplomats  from  Tehran  were 
directly  related  to  the  shift  in  Moscow's  policy. 
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Stalemate  (1984-1986) 

Commenting  on  Iran's  February  1984  push  toward  Basrah,  Pravda  again 
complained  that  the  belligerents,  whose  "difficult  social  and  economic 
problems"  required  immediate  attention,  were  instead  inflicting  upon 
each  other  "enormous  human  and  material  losses."  The  culprit  re¬ 
mained  the  Islamic  Republic.  In  October  1983  the  un  Security  Council 
again  called  on  Iran  and  Iraq  to  cease  military  operations.  "As  is  well 
known,  Baghdad  greeted  this  resolution  .  .  .  [while]  Tehran  rejected  it." 
In  mid-February  1984  un  Secretary-General  Javier  Perez  de  Cuellar 
offered  to  send  a  mission  to  both  countries  "to  collect  the  latest  data  on 
the  damage  [inflicted  by  the  war]  on  the  civilian  sectors"  and  to  ascer¬ 
tain  the  belligerents'  attitude  on  ending  the  war.  Iraq  agreed  to  receive 
the  un  mission  but  Iran  refused.44 

In  the  ensuing  months  Baghdad  endeavored  to  force  Tehran's  hand  by 
using  poison  gas  against  the  attacking  Iranian  troops,  by  intensifying  air 
strikes  against  Iranian  cities,  and  by  attacking  neutral  third-country 
tankers  near  Kharg  island,  Iran's  main  oil-exporting  terminal,  as  well  as 
the  loading  facilities  on  the  island  itself.  These  efforts  failed  to  produce 
the  desired  results.  Instead,  Iran  retaliated  by  stepping  up  artillery,  air, 
and  rocket  attacks  on  Iraqi  towns  and,  on  occasion,  by  hitting  Saudi  and 
Kuwaiti  tankers  sailing  in  the  Gulf. 

The  Soviet  media  took  note  of  all  these  developments.  However,  their 
coverage  of  military  operations  was  now  marked  by  an  unmistakable 
pro-Iraqi  tilt.  The  use  of  poison  gas  against  the  Iranian  troops  was  a  case 
in  point.  When,  in  April  1984,  Tehran  complained  to  the  un  Security 
Council  about  Iraq's  recourse  to  chemical  weapons,  the  Soviet  press 
reported  that  the  United  Nations  had  considered  the  issue  and  that  its 
chairman  had  expressed  concern  about  their  use  in  the  Gulf  conflict. 
Subsequently,  the  Security  Council  had  "decisively  condemned  the  use 
of  chemical  weapons."45  In  short,  Iraq  was  not  singled  out  as  the  per¬ 
petrator  of  that  particular  offense. 

Although  restrained  on  the  subject  of  chemical  weapons,  the  Kremlin 
had  a  great  deal  to  say  about  the  activities  of  the  United  States.  In 
February  1984  Iran's  President  All  Khamenei  warned  that  oil  flow  from 
the  Gulf  would  be  cut  off  if  Washington  became  "directly  involved"  in 
the  Iraq-Iran  war.  The  statement  led  to  a  counterwarnmg:  the  United 
States  would  "do  what  is  necessary"  to  keep  the  Strait  of  Hormuz 
open.46  The  exchange  produced  a  strongly-worded  tass  Statement 
which  branded  the  U.S.  position  a  "serious  threat  to  peace  and  interna- 
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tional  security"  and  warned  Washington  that  it  would  "bear  full  .  .  . 
responsibility  for  possible  future  consequences  of  its  policy.  .  .  ,"47 

In  contrast,  Moscow  adopted  a  restrained  attitude  toward  the  "tanker 
war"  which  erupted  in  the  Gulf  in  January  1984.  As  in  the  case  of 
chemical  weapons,  the  Kremlin  demonstrated  clearly  which  side  of  the 
conflict  it  was  now  on.  Early  Iraqi  attacks  on  neutral  shipping  near 
Kharg  island  went  unnoticed  in  the  Soviet  press  and  in  the  tass  State¬ 
ment  of  March  1984.  Even  when  the  tanker  war  was  intensified  signifi¬ 
cantly  in  late  spring  of  1984,  with  both  belligerents  attacking  neutral 
shipping,  the  Kremlin  zeroed  in  on  "U.S.  determination  to  use  the 
situation  to  increase  its  power  in  the  Gulf  region."48  Pravda  labeled 
this  "adventurist  American  policy"  as  "pregnant  with  most  serious 
consequences."49 

Another  aspect  of  the  Gulf  conflict  which  initially  received  little 
attention  in  the  Soviet  press  was  warfare  against  the  civilian  popula¬ 
tion.  In  June  1984  Pavel  Demchenko  wrote  that  "Iran,  having  accused 
the  Iraqis  of  bombing  the  town  of  Bane, . . .  bombed  four  Iraqi  towns  and 
published  a  list  of  seven  more  .  .  .  that  could  be  subjected  to  air  and 
artillery  attacks."  Baghdad  published  a  list  of  its  own:  fifteen  Iranian 
towns  woqld  be  subjected  to  "powerful  response  strikes"  if  Tehran  acted 
on  its  threat.  As  in  the  case  of  chemical  warfare  and  of  the  tanker  war, 
the  Soviet  media  refrained  from  blaming  Iraq  for  initiating  attacks 
against  the  civilian  targets.50 

After  a  temporary  lull,  attacks  on  nonmilitary  targets  intensified  in 
early  1985. 51  Commenting  on  "this  new  outburst  of  cruelty,"  Dem¬ 
chenko  described  the  warfare  against  the  civilian  population  as  "an¬ 
other  reminder  of  the  urgent  need"  to  end  the  conflict.  The  flareup 
resulted  in  another  appeal  by  the  un  secretary-general  to  halt  attacks  on 
civilian  targets,52  followed  by  his  visit  to  Tehran  and  Baghdad  in  mid- 
April  1985.  According  to  Pravda,  Perez  de  Cuellar  found  the  bellig¬ 
erents'  positions  "as  far  away  from  each  other  as  ever."53  Another  escala¬ 
tion  occurred  in  early  summer  1985.  Following  the  late  May  attempt  to 
assassinate  the  sheikh  of  Kuwait,  Baghdad  resumed  air  attacks  against 
Iranian  cities,  against  neutral  tankers  carrying  Iranian  oil,  and  against 
the  facilities  on  Kharg  island.54  Without  blaming  Iraq  for  its  decision, 
Pravda  did  not  hold  out  much  hope  that  this  latest  escalation  of  hos¬ 
tilities  would  force  Iran  to  the  negotiating  table:  according  to  "official 
sources"  in  Tehran,  peace  that  was  "worse  than  war"  was  not  acceptable 
because  it  would  "destroy  the  glory  of  the  Islamic  revolution."55 

Relations  with  Iran.  In  addition  to  deploring  Tehran's  insistence  on 
fighting  the  war,  the  USSR  continued  to  express  concern  about  what 
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was  described  as  "anticommunism"  and  "anti-Sovietism"  of  the  Islamic 
Republic.  In  January  1984  a  military  tribunal  had  found  a  number  of 
Tudeh  members  guilty  of  espionage  and  other  "anti-Iranian  activities." 
In  March  the  ppi  Central  Committee  announced  that  ten  party  mem¬ 
bers  had  been  sentenced  to  death  and  executed.  The  statement  was 
carried  by  Pravda  and  accused  Iran's  "oppressive  organs"  of  committing 
the  "gravest  crimes" — the  sentences  and  executions  constituted  viola¬ 
tions  of  the  legal  statutes  of  the  Islamic  Republic  and  of  the  "generally 
recognized  norms  of  international  law."56  Propaganda  pressure  was  in¬ 
tensified  in  the  summer  of  1984,  when  the  Tudeh  announced  impend¬ 
ing  new  trials  of  "hundreds"  of  additional  party  members.  This  new 
"wave  of  oppression"  was  explained  by  the  authorities'  desire  to  divert 
public  attention  from  the  "deep  political  and  socioeconomic  crisis" 
caused  by  the  regime's  insistence  on  fighting  the  war.57 

In  addition,  the  Soviet  media  continued  to  attack  the  Islamic  Re¬ 
public  for  its  support  of  the  Afghan  mujahideen.  In  February  1985 
Kabul's  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs  issued  what  Pravda  called  "White 
Book  about  Black  Deeds."  Although  directed  mainly  against  Pakistan, 
the  document  also  cited  Iran  as  a  conduit  of  military  support  to  the 
antigovernment  guerrillas  "operating  in  the  northwestern  regions"  of 
Afghanistan.58  In  February  1986  Kabul  protestecj  against  a  "secret  mis¬ 
sion"  of  an  Iranian  "religious  delegation"  and  of  "representatives  of 
Afghan  counterrevolution."  Formed  on  orders  of  the  "highest  Iranian 
clergy,"  the  delegation  crossed  into  Afghanistan  for  the  purpose  of 
creating  a  "united  Islamic  front"  designed  to  direct  the  antigovernment 
guerrillas.59 

Finally,  the  Kremlin  remained  concerned  about  Tehran's  continuing 
"anti-Sovietism."  An  important  example  was  provided  by  an  article 
"Against  National  Interests:  Concerning  the  Anti-Soviet  Campaign  in 
Iran"  by  P.  Nadezhdin  that  appeared  in  Pravda  on  March  6,  1985,  and 
was  intended  as  a  response  to  "official  statements"  and  comments 
published  in  the  Iranian  press.  Some  pronouncements  expressed  an 
interest  in  strengthening  the  ties  with  the  USSR.  Many  others,  in 
contrast,  contained  "obvious  slander"  and  displayed  a  "hostile  anti- 
Soviet  line."  Characteristic  of  the  first  category  were  the  statements  by 
the  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs  which  noted  Tehran's  desire  to  improve 
relations  with  the  USSR.  Pravda  was  very  much  in  favor  of  these  senti¬ 
ments:  acting  upon  them  would  indeed  correspond  to  the  national 
interests  of  both  states.  Unfortunately,  Nadezhdin  complained,  Tehran 
did  not  speak  with  one  voice  and,  in  any  event,  its  friendly  words  were 
not  matched  by  its  deeds. 
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Moscow  deplored  public  expressions  of  opposition  to  Soviet-Iranian 
cooperation.  For  example,  Pravda  objected  to  a  pronouncement  by  an 
unnamed  Iranian  leader  who  accused  the  USSR  of  "hatching  various 
plots  directed  at  the  destruction  of  the  Iranian  people,  its  Islamic  revo¬ 
lution,  and  its  Islamic  state."  No  sensible  person  could  believe  this 
"invention,"  Nadezhdin  argued.  The  USSR  "greeted  the  overthrow  of 
the  shah"  and  the  Islamic  revolution  because  they  paved  the  way  for 
"positive  changes  in  Iranian  policy."  The  USSR  also  supported  Iran  in  its 
confrontation  with  the  United  States  and  helped  develop  its  economy. 
For  these  reasons  Nadezhdin  labeled  as  "absurd  and  insulting"  a  state¬ 
ment  by  another  "high-placed  Iranian  official"  who  said  that  foreign 
policies  of  both  superpowers  were  distinguished  by  a  "terrorist  bent." 
Such  sentiments  were  not  only  false  but  also  harmful:  they  "enflamefd] 
unfriendly  attitudes  toward  our  country,  [including]  open  anti-Soviet¬ 
ism." 

Nadezhdin's  article  concluded  on  a  conciliatory  note:  the  USSR  re¬ 
mained  interested  in  Soviet-Iranian  cooperation,  provided  relations 
were  based  "on  the  principles  of  equality  and  mutuality."  Of  even 
greater  importance,  however,  was  the  preceding  paragraph  which  con¬ 
tained  a  thinly  veiled  warning: 

The  Soviet  Union  is  not  indifferent  to  [Iran's]  policy  .  .  .  toward 
Afghanistan  which  is  friendly  to  us.  Neither  can  we  disregard 
the  anti-Soviet  attacks  in  Tehran  which  have  become  more  fre¬ 
quent.  .  .  .  Campaign,  hostile  to  our  country,  interferes  with  de¬ 
veloping  the  existing  . . .  potential  for  . . .  [improving]  Soviet-Iranian 
relations. 

On  July  8  Prime  Minister  Mir  Hussein  Musavi  announced  that  many 
Russian  advisers  had  left  Iran  on  orders  from  the  Soviet  government  and 
blamed  their  departure  for  electric  power  shortages  experienced  in  the 
country  at  the  time.60  Izvestiia  explained  that  the  specialists'  with¬ 
drawal  was  caused  by  the  "lack  of  necessary  security  precautions"  at 
their  places  of  work.61  Since  the  Iranian  industry  had  been  subjected  to 
Iraqi  air  raids  for  a  long  time,  the  Kremlin's  explanation  rang  hollow. 
Instead,  the  advisers'  recall  was  a  concrete  demonstration  of  Moscow's 
displeasure  with  Tehran's  policies  although  the  USSR  had  no  intention 
of  breaking  with  the  Islamic  Republic.  In  September  1985  the  visiting 
director  of  economic  affairs  at  the  Iranian  Foreign  Ministry  was  received 
by  First  Deputy  Foreign  Minister  Georgii  Kornienko  to  discuss  "several 
issues  concerning  Soviet-Iranian  relations,"  and  their  talks  reportedly 
resulted  in  an  agreement  to  expand  economic  ties.62 
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Relations  with  Iraq.  Tensions  in  Moscow- Tehran  relations  were  ac¬ 
companied  by  continuing  rapprochement  between  the  USSR  and  Iraq. 
As  in  the  past,  this  trend  manifested  itself  in  the  tone  of  the  formal 
exchanges  between  the  two  governments;63  in  the  high-level  political 
contacts  culminating  in  Saddam  Hussein's  visit  to  Moscow;  in  the 
growing  economic  and  technical  cooperation;  and,  above  all,  in  the 
stepped-up  Soviet  military  assistance  to  Iraq. 

In  mid-October  1984  Tariq  Aziz  returned  to  Moscow.  According  to 
Pravda,  his  meeting  with  Gromyko  was  conducted  in  a  "frank  [and] 
friendly  atmosphere"  and  the  sides  agreed  to  expand  their  economic  and 
technical  cooperation.64  Tariq  Aziz  visited  Moscow  again  in  late  March 
1985.  On  this  occasion  he  and  Gromyko  "expressed  satisfaction"  with 
the  state  of  Soviet-Iraqi  relations  and  promised  "to  strengthen  them  on 
the  basis  of  the  1972  treaty."65  But  the  most  important  event  of  this 
period  was  Saddam  Hussein's  December  1985  visit  to  the  USSR,  his  first 
since  1978. 

The  Iraqi  president  arrived  in  Moscow  on  December  16,  "at  the  in¬ 
vitation  of  the  Soviet  government,"  for  what  Pravda  described  as  a 
"friendly  working  visit."  He  was  accompanied  by  Taha  Yasin  Ramadan, 
Tariq  Aziz,  and  Minister  of  State  for  Military  Affairs  Abd  al-Jabbar 
Shanshal.  Commenting  on  his  arrival,  Pravda  spoke  of  coincidence  of 
Soviet  and  Iraqi  positions  on  many  important  international  problems, 
including  the  Gulf  conflict,  and  praised  Saddam  Hussein  for  "strength¬ 
ening  relations  with  the  Soviet  Union."66 

During  a  dinner  speech  Andrei  Gromyko,  in  his  new  capacity  as 
chairman  of  the  Presidium  of  the  Supreme  Soviet,  hailed  Saddam  Hus¬ 
sein's  visit  as  an  "important  step  on  the  path  of  .  .  .  perfecting  Soviet- 
Iraqi  cooperation."  The  president's  discussions  with  Secretary  General 
Mikhail  Gorbachev  had  demonstrated  that  there  were  "good  oppor¬ 
tunities  to  move  forward,  on  a  mutually  beneficial  basis,  in  the  interests 
of  both  peoples."  Gromyko  also  used  the  opportunity  to  chide  Iran's 
insistence  on  prolonging  the  Gulf  conflict:  "In  our  opinion,  those  who, 
against  all  logic,  call  for  the  continuation  of  the  war  'until  victory'  .  .  . 
are  not  acting  wisely."  In  his  response,  Saddam  Hussein  expressed  Iraq's 
appreciation  for  Soviet  "friendship  and  cooperation"  and  noted  Bagh¬ 
dad's  determination  to  continue  working  for  improvement  of  bilateral 
relations  "on  the  basis  of  respect  for  [each  other's]  sovereignty."  Turning 
to  the  Gulf  war,  Saddam  Hussein  reiterated  Baghdad's  desire  to  rees¬ 
tablish  "goodneighborly  relations"  with  Tehran  and  called  on  "friendly 
states  to  apply  maximum  efforts  ...  to  achieve  a  . . .  just  and  comprehen¬ 
sive  peace  in  the  Middle  East."67 
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Factual  cooperation  between  the  two  states  ranged  from  the  eco¬ 
nomic  and  technical  support,  which  Moscow  extended  Baghdad  in  ex¬ 
change  for  petroleum  (at  this  stage  delivered  primarily  by  Saudi  Arabia 
and  Kuwait,  acting  on  Iraq's  behalf),  to  deliveries  of  Soviet  weapons.  The 
extent  of  economic  and  technical  assistance,  and,  above  all,  the  size  of 
the  Iraqi  arsenal  of  Soviet  military  equipment  testified  to  the  vast 
improvement  in  Moscow-Baghdad  relations.  Thus,  in  March  1984  the 
two  states  signed  an  agreement  providing  for  further  development  of 
economic  and  technical  cooperation.  In  April,  Ramadan  returned  to 
Moscow  and  his  negotiations  with  Soviet  officials  resulted  in  the  sign¬ 
ing  of  yet  another  agreement.68  In  June  1985  the  Iraqi  minister  of 
industry  and  mineral  resources  visited  Moscow.  His  meetings  with 
Soviet  officials  dealt  with  what  Pravda  described  as  "some  questions  of 
the  state  and  of  [future]  perspectives  of  Soviet-Iraqi  trade  and  economic 
cooperation."69 

Along  with  the  growing  economic  and  technical  cooperation  between 
the  USSR  and  Iraq,  the  Soviet  military  assistance  program  was  also 
increased  and  upgraded  during  the  fourth  phase  of  the  Gulf  conflict. 
Based  on  the  agreement  of  November  198  3, 70  the  supplies  of  Soviet 
weapons  resulted  in  a  significant  strengthening  of  Baghdad's  armed 
forces.  According  to  a  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee  report, 
since  the  fall  of  1983,  Iraq  had  received,  "hundreds"  of  the  new  Soviet 
T-72  tanks  and  "advanced  mig  aircraft. . .  ."71  In  addition,  the  USSR  also 
supplied  Baghdad  with  "advanced  types  of  air-to-surface"  and  surface- 
to-surface  missiles  used  in  attacks  against  Iranian  cities.72  Tehran  re¬ 
ciprocated  by  firing  rockets  at  Baghdad  and  other  Iraqi  towns.  They,  too, 
were  widely  believed  to  have  been  Soviet-made  Scud  missiles,  delivered 
to  Iran  by  Libya.73  In  sum,  during  the  fourth  phase  of  the  Gulf  war, 
relations  between  Moscow  and  Baghdad  continued  to  improve. 


Limited  Iranian  Successes  (1986-1987) 

In  February  1986  the  Iranians  captured  the  port  city  of  Faw  and  cut  off 
Iraq's  access  to  the  Persian  Gulf.74  The  fall  of  Faw  brought  the  Iranians 
into  the  vicinity  of  Kuwait,  increasing  the  apprehension  of  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Gulf  Cooperation  Council  about  Tehran's  intentions  in  the 
Arabian  peninsula.  The  superpowers,  too,  seemed  purturbed  by  the 
Iranian  successes.  Washington  expressed  "grave  concern"  about  the 
spread  of  the  Gulf  conflict:  it  posed  new  dangers  "to  both  neutral  states 
and  U.S.  regional  interests."75  Pravda  reported  that  the  Iraqi  govern¬ 
ment  had  appealed  to  the  un  Security  Council  to  consider  the  "grave 
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threat  to  international  peace  and  security,"  created  by  the  Iranian  oc¬ 
cupation  of  Faw.76  Pavel  Demchenko  regretted  the  escalation  of  the 
fighting  in  the  vicinity  of  Kuwait  because  it  was  bound  to  provide  the 
United  States  with  new  excuses  for  maintaining  its  naval  and  air  power 
in  the  Persian  Gulf.77 

In  the  ensuing  weeks  the  focus  of  attention  shifted  to  the  political 
arena.  In  late  February  the  un  Security  Council  unanimously  called  for 
a  cease-fire  in  the  Gulf  war.  Since  the  resolution  merely  "deplored  .  .  . 
[Iraq's]  'initial'  aggression,"  it  was  rejected  by  the  Islamic  Republic. 
Tehran  continued  to  insist  that  Iraq  be  named  explicitly  as  "the  ag¬ 
gressor  in  the  war."78  In  mid-March  a  un  team  of  experts  upheld  Iran's 
charges  of  Iraqi  recourse  to  poison  gas.  As  a  result,  the  un  Security 
Council,  on  March  21,  1986,  "strongly  condemned  the  continued  use  of 
chemical  weapons  by  Iraq."  But  the  resolution  also  objected  to  the 
prolongation  of  the  Gulf  war  and  noted  Baghdad's  willingness  to  settle  it 
by  peaceful  means.79  These  additions  rendered  the  resolution  unaccept¬ 
able  to  Iran. 

In  the  late  spring  and  summer  of  1 986  the  Gulf  war  heated  up  again.  In 
May,  for  the  first  time  in  almost  a  year,  Iraqi  planes  bombed  the  oil 
refinery  in  Tehran80  while  Iraqi  troops  occupied  the  Iranian  town  of 
Merhan,  situated  in  the  central  sector  of  the  front.  Baghdad  also  inten¬ 
sified  the  tanker  war  in  the  Gulf.81  The  Iranians  recaptured  Merhan  in 
July,  inflicting  heavy  losses  on  the  Iraqi  forces,  a  setback  that  elicited  no 
editorial  comment  in  the  Soviet  press.82  Instead,  on  August  3  Pravda 
reported  that  President  Saddam  Hussein  had  sent  an  "open  message"  to 
the  Iranian  leaders  offering  them  a  "just  and  honorable  peace."  On 
August  4  Gromyko  received  the  visiting  deputy  foreign  minister  of  Iran 
and  advised  him  that  Tehran  would  be  "wise"  to  stop  the  conflict.83 
Ironically,  the  same  issue  of  Pravda  reported  that  President  Khamenei 
had  "categorically  rejected"  Saddam  Hussein's  offer. 

In  mid-August,  Iraqi  planes  attacked  the  oil  terminal  on  Sirri  island, 
situated  some  three  hundred  miles  south  of  Kharg;  Iran  retaliated 
by  firing  a  Scud-B  missile  at  Baghdad.84  That  outburst  of  hostilities 
prompted  the  un  secretary  general  to  issue  another  appeal  urging  the 
belligerents  to  refrain  from  escalating  the  conflict  and  to  halt  attacks  on 
the  civilian  targets.  His  initiative  was  supported  by  the  USSR,85  but  the 
Islamic  Republic  remained  unmoved.  On  August  24,  Ayatollah  Kho¬ 
meini  stated  that  "Iran  must  .  .  .  fight  until  victory  and  'finish  off' 
President  Saddam  Hussein  of  Iraq."86 

Efforts  at  peaceful  settlement  continued  in  the  fall  of  1986.  On  Sep¬ 
tember  2  5,  in  a  speech  before  the  un  General  Assembly,  Tariq  Aziz 
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called  on  the  United  Nations  "to  find  a  way  to  negotiate  an  end"  to  the 
war.  He  reiterated  Baghdad's  assent  to  "unconditional  withdrawal  of 
forces"  to  international  boundaries  and  urged  the  United  Nations  to 
take  Iraq's  side  "if  Iran  refuses  to  withdraw  its  forces."  Speaking  two 
days  earlier,  Foreign  Minister  Eduard  Shevardnadze,  too,  expressed  him¬ 
self  in  favor  of  stopping  "this  senseless  mutual  extermination."  A  "sin¬ 
cere  friend  of  both  peoples,"  the  USSR  was  using  "all  the  means  at  its 
disposal"  to  convince  the  belligerents  to  make  peace.87  In  the  end,  the 
Security  Council  adopted  yet  another  resolution;  it  called  for  an  end  to 
the  war  but  was  rejected  by  Iran.88 

As  the  Iraqi  air  force  continued  to  pound  Kharg  island  and  neutral 
tankers  carrying  Iranian  oil,  Tehran,  in  late  1986  and  early  1987, 
launched  a  new  series  of  ground  attacks.  Fighting  in  the  Basrah  area 
lasted  several  weeks  and  was  particularly  heavy.  One  of  the  casualties  of 
renewed  fighting  was  the  1985  moratorium  on  the  "war  of  the  cities":  in 
early  1987  the  belligerents  resumed  indiscriminate  missile  attacks  on 
the  enemy's  civilian  targets.89  The  USSR  reacted  to  the  latest  carnage  by 
means  of  a  "Soviet  Government  Statement,"  published  in  Pravda  and 
Izvestiia  on  January  9,  1987.  The  statement  reiterated  that  the  war  had 
"nothing  to  do  with  the  interests  of  the  Iraqi  and  Iranian  peoples."  It  also 
caused  "discord  in  the  ranks  of  the  Arab  states"  as  well  as  in  the 
nonaligned  movement.  Hence,  "imperialism"  remained  the  main  bene¬ 
ficiary  of  the  Iran-Iraq  conflict,  as  evidenced  by  the  vast  increase  of  U.S. 
military  presence  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Persian  Gulf.  As  for  the  USSR,  it 
had  persistently  called  on  the  belligerents  "to  display  political  will  and 
wisdom"  and  to  arrive  at  "mutually  acceptable  agreements  that  would 
take  into  account  the  legitimate  interests"  of  both  countries.  The  even¬ 
tual  settlement,  the  statement  continued,  had  to  be  based  on  the  "prin¬ 
ciples  of  mutual  respect  for  the  sovereignty,  territorial  integrity,  and 
noninterference  in  each  other's  affairs"  as  well  as  on  reaffirmation  of  the 
prewar  frontiers.  Moreover,  both  states  had  to  recognize  that  "every 
people  has  a  right  to  .  .  .  choose  its  own  way  of  life  and  to  shape  its  own 
destiny."  Putting  an  end  to  the  hostilities  would  "correspond  to  the 
interests  of  the  Iraqi  and  Iranian  peoples"  and  would  contribute  to  a 
general  improvement  in  the  international  situation.  For  these  reasons 
the  Soviet  government  was  prepared  to  support  all  efforts  to  end  the 
Iran-Iraq  war. 

Although  it  professed  Moscow's  neutrality  in  the  Gulf  conflict,  the 
statement  left  little  doubt  that  by  1987  the  USSR  had  moved  even 
further  away  from  Tehran  and  closer  to  Baghdad:  the  Kremlin  clearly 
held  Iran  responsible  for  the  ongoing  war  and  for  providing  Washington 
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with  new  opportunities  to  increase  its  military  presence  in  the  Persian 
Gulf.  In  noting  that  governments  had  no  right  to  interfere  in  the  inter¬ 
nal  affairs  of  other  states,  the  Soviets  also  specifically  rejected  Ayatol¬ 
lah  Khomeini's  argument  that  the  war  had  to  be  fought  until  Saddam 
Hussein  was  overthrown.  Little  wonder,  therefore,  that  Iran  chose  to 
ignore  the  Soviet  statement.  Iraq,  in  contrast,  immediately  expressed 
readiness  "to  cooperate  with  the  USSR  or  any  other  country"  in  ending 
the  war  and  establishing  peace.90 

As  the  Iranian  offensive  of  the  winter  of  1986  and  1987  came  to  an 
inconclusive  halt,  the  belligerents  in  mid-February  also  stopped  air  and 
missile  attacks  on  civilian  targets.  With  the  land  war  limited  to  spo¬ 
radic  fighting,  in  the  spring  and  summer  of  1987  the  focus  of  attention 
again  shifted  to  the  waters  of  the  Persian  Gulf.  The  stage  for  the  new 
confrontation  was  set  in  late  November  1986,  when  Kuwait,  after  the 
disclosure  of  the  secret  U.S.  arms  sales  to  Iran,  asked  the  USSR  to  lease 
it  three  tankers  and  to  escort  them  in  and  out  of  the  Gulf  under  Soviet 
naval  protection. 

The  Kremlin's  decision  to  accommodate  Kuwait  led  to  two  parallel 
but  unrelated  developments.  It  intensified  Iranian  interference  with  the 
Soviet  maritime  traffic  in  the  Gulf:  in  early  May  1987,  Iranian  gunboats 
attacked  an  unescorted  Soviet  cargo  ship  heading  for  Kuwait  and,  later 
in  the  month,  a  Soviet  tanker  hit  a  mine  off  the  sheikhdom's  coast.91 
The  Kremlin's  acquiescence  in  Kuwait's  request  also  awakened  the 
Reagan  administration  to  the  USSR's  new  role  in  the  Persian  Gulf:  for 
the  first  time,  the  Soviet  navy  would  be  deployed  there  for  an  indefinite 
period  of  time,  serving  both  political  and,  potentially,  military  pur¬ 
poses.  Alarmed,  Washington  attempted  to  outdo  Moscow  by  offering  to 
"reflag"  one  half  of  Kuwait's  tanker  fleet  and  to  place  it  under  U.S.  naval 
protection.92 

An  elaborate  analysis  of  the  developing  situation  was  offered  by  vet¬ 
eran  commentator  Pavel  Demchenko.  Since  neither  belligerent  could 
win  on  land,  both  engaged  in  indiscriminate  attacks  on  enemy  and 
neutral  shipping  in  the  Gulf.  The  intensification  of  sea  combat  was 
fraught  with  dangerous  consequences — the  United  States  "and,  per¬ 
haps,  some  other  states"  could  well  be  drawn  into  it.  In  contrast  with 
official  pronouncements,  Demchenko  admitted  that  the  West  had  vital 
interests  in  the  Persian  Gulf  but  argued  that  the  USSR  had  interests, 
too,  and  that  they  were  "not  insignificant."  In  addition  to  the  region's 
location  in  the  proximity  of  the  Soviet  borders,  some  of  Moscow's 
"trade,  economic,  [and]  political  partners"  were  situated  in  the  Gulf. 
Demchenko  denied  the  existence  of  any  Soviet  threat  to  the  Gulf  re- 
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gion.  On  the  contrary,  the  Kremlin  repeatedly  expressed  its  readiness  to 
contribute  to  the  end  of  the  war.  And  it  remained  "prepared  for  collec¬ 
tive  efforts"  to  persuade  Iran  to  negotiate  an  end  of  the  conflict.93 

While  the  superpowers  were  engaged  in  verbal  sparring,  the  opinion 
in  the  Gulf  itself  on  developments  precipitated  by  Kuwait's  requests  for 
Soviet  and  American  naval  protection  was  markedly  divided.  Iraq  did 
not  object  to  its  neighbor's  initiatives  but  seemed  to  doubt  that  they 
would  effect  an  end  of  the  war:  in  early  June  "high  Iraqi  officials"  were 
quoted  as  saying  that  only  "international  economic  sanctions  and  a 
military  embargo  .  .  .  would  bring  Tehran  to  the  peace  table."94  Iran's 
reaction,  in  contrast,  was  totally  negative.  Foreign  Minister  Ali  Akbar 
Velayati  announced  during  a  visit  to  the  UAE  that  Tehran  "will  not 
allow"  the  United  States,  the  Soviet  Union,  "or  any  other  forces  to 
interfere  in  the  [Gulf]  region."95 

Relations  with  Iran.  During  the  fifth  phase  of  the  conflict  Moscow- 
Tehran  relations  remained  marred  by  Iran's  insistence  on  fighting  the 
war,  by  its  crackdown  on  the  "progressive  elements"  and  support  of  the 
Afghan  mujahideen,  and  by  its  continued  reluctance  to  improve  rela¬ 
tions  with  the  USSR. 

In  March  1986  the  World  Marxist  Review  reported  that  "mass  re¬ 
prisals"  against  the  Tudeh,  begun  three  years  earlier,  continued  una¬ 
bated.  As  a  result,  "tens  of  thousands  of  fighters"  had  been  executed 
while  "more  than  100,000"  remained  in  jail.96  In  mid-summer,  the  ppi 
held  a  "national  conference."  According  to  the  Information  Bulletin,  its 
resolutions  accused  "the  reactionary  rulers  in  the  Islamic  Republic  [of] 
having  abandoned  the  aims  of  the  anti-imperialist  .  .  .  revolution.  .  .  ." 
For  this  reason  the  party  concluded  that 

revolutionary  violence  is  .  .  .  the  only  possible  avenue  open  to  the 
Popular  Front  to  fight  for  political  power.  To  bring  down  the  regime 
one  .  .  .  should  use  all  forms  of  struggle,  from  demonstrations  and 
general  strikes  to  a  mass  armed  struggle.  The  ppi  sees  it  as  its  duty 
to  prime  itself  and  prepare  the  masses  to  use  various  forms  of 
revolutionary  violence.97 

A  report  on  the  conference  appeared  in  Pravda  only  on  October  1, 
1986:  it  said  simply  that  the  ppi  had  reviewed  the  course  of  events  and 
adopted  resolutions  reflecting  "new  conditions"  prevalent  in  Iran.  Scant 
attention  to  the  plight  of  the  Tudeh  during  1986  indicated  that  the 
Kremlin  thought  it  prudent  not  to  attack  Tehran  at  a  time  when  bilat¬ 
eral  relations  remained  strained  over  the  Islamic  Republic's  determina¬ 
tion  to  fight  the  war. 
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In  contrast,  Afghanistan  remained  a  more  visible  source  of  friction: 
Moscow  continued  to  publicize  Kabul's  desire  to  normalize  relations 
with  the  Islamic  Republic98  and  expressed  misgivings  after  Afghani¬ 
stan's  overtures  had  been  turned  down  by  Tehran.99  The  subject  of 
Iranian  involvement  in  Afghanistan  came  up  again  during  Foreign  Min¬ 
ister  Velayati's  first  visit  to  the  USSR.  In  the  course  of  his  February  13, 
1987,  meeting  with  President  Gromyko,  the  latter  complained  that 
"bands  of  dushmans"  (derogatory  Russian  term  for  mujahideen )  were 
entering  the  country  from  the  Islamic  Republic.  Gromyko  admonished 
Tehran  that  it  "would  do  well  to  contribute  to  the  resolution  of  the 
Afghan  situation  by  political  means.  .  .  ."10°  How  Velayati  reacted  to 
Gromyko's  warning,  Pravda  did  not  report. 

It  is  equally  important  to  note,  however,  that  the  USSR  remained 
interested  in  improving  relations  with  the  Islamic  Republic.  An  impor¬ 
tant  step  in  that  direction  was  taken  in  February  1986,  when  First 
Deputy  Foreign  Minister  Kornienko  traveled  to  Tehran  and  was  re¬ 
ceived  by  Khamenei,  Speaker  Akbar  Hashemi-Rafsanjani,  Musavi,  and 
Velayati.  According  to  Tehran  Radio,  Kornienko  "urged  increased  politi¬ 
cal  contacts"  between  the  Islamic  Republic  and  the  USSR.  A  few  days 
later,  Rafsanjani  expressed  "optimism"  with  respect  to  cooperation 
in  "technical,  military,  economic  and  possibly  political"  spheres  but 
added  that  serious  problems  continued  to  separate  the  two  countries. 
He  singled  out  "two  major  ones:  Soviet  support  for  Iraq  .  .  .  and  the 
military  presence  in  Afghanistan."101  On  these  problems,  Rafsanjani 
clearly  implied,  no  compromise  was  possible  as  long  as  Moscow  ad¬ 
hered  to  its  present  position. 

High-level  contacts  continued  later  in  1986.  In  August,  Deputy  For¬ 
eign  Minister  Mohammed  Javad  Larijani  arrived  in  Moscow  and  was 
received  by  Gromyko  and  Foreign  Minister  Shevardnadze.  He  brought 
with  him  a  message  from  President  Khamenei  which,  according  to 
Pravda,  expressed  Iran's  desire  to  develop  good,  neighborly  relations 
with  the  USSR.102  A  short  time  later,  Minister  of  Oil  Gholam  Reza 
Aqazadeh  arrived  in  Moscow.  He  and  Premier  Nikolai  Ryzhkov  re¬ 
viewed  the  state  of  bilateral  relations  and  concluded  that  "differences  in 
social  systems  .  .  .  should  not  present  a  barrier  to  fruitful  relations 
between  the  two  countries."103  In  October,  President  Gromyko  received 
the  Iranian  ambassador,  who  delivered  a  message  from  Khamenei.  Ac¬ 
cording  to  Pravda,  it  contained  an  expression  of  interest  in  improving 
bilateral  relations.  Gromyko  said  that  this  had  long  been  Moscow's 
desire.  He  added,  however,  that  the  Iranian  media  continued  to  fan 
"anti-Soviet  propaganda"  and  that  such  activity  was  not  conducive  to 
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developing  "normal  ties"  between  the  two  countries.  Nevertheless, 
according  to  Tehran  Radio,  Gromyko  told  the  ambassador  that  Soviet 
technicians,  withdrawn  in  1985,  would  soon  return  to  Iran.104 

Gradual  normalization  of  Moscow-Tehran  relations  was  one  of  the 
temporary  victims  of  the  "Irangate"  affair.  The  Kremlin  reacted  sharply 
to  the  news  of  U.S.  arms  deliveries  to  the  Islamic  Republic.  The  Soviets 
used  the  opportunity  to  underscore  the  "deception,  hypocrisy,  and  du¬ 
plicity"  of  the  American  foreign  policy.  While  calling  for  an  end  of  the 
Gulf  war  and  assuring  one  side — Iraq — of  its  benevolence,  Washington 
was  supplying  arms  to  the  other.  The  main  purpose  of  this  policy  was  to 
weaken  both  sides  in  order  to  facilitate  American  penetration  of  the 
Gulf  region.105  Moscow  was  particularly  upset  about  former  National 
Security  Adviser  Robert  McFarlane's  visit  to  Tehran.  It  would  have  been 
"unthinkable"  had  it  not  "enjoyed  support  of  influential  circles"  in  the 
Islamic  Republic.106 

Nevertheless,  in  early  December  1986  a  high-level  Soviet  delegation, 
headed  by  Chairman  of  the  USSR  State  Committee  for  Foreign  Eco¬ 
nomic  Relations  Konstantin  Katushev,  arrived  in  Tehran.  It  soon  be¬ 
came  apparent  that,  although  the  Islamic  Republic  remained  interested 
in  expanding  economic  relations,  its  leaders  had  been  rankled  by  Mos¬ 
cow's  criticism  of  Iranian  arms  purchases  from  the  United  States. 
Speaker  Rafsanjani  used  his  meeting  with  Katushev  to  describe  the  U.S. 
arms  deal  as  "a  great  victory  by  a  third-world  country."  He  went  on  to 
say  that  the  Islamic  Republic  was  "fully  prepared  to  improve  relations" 
with  the  Soviet  Union  provided  the  Kremlin  reversed  its  policy  in 
Afghanistan  and  Iraq.107 

The  continuing  divergence  of  Soviet  and  Iranian  views  was  aired 
anew  during  Foreign  Minister  Velayati's  mid-February  1987  visit  to 
Moscow.  The  highest  Iranian  official  to  visit  the  USSR  after  the  1979 
revolution,  he  was  received  by  Gromyko,  Ryzhkov,  and  Shevardnadze. 
According  to  Pravda,  the  meetings  were  marked  by  a  "frank  and  busi¬ 
ness-like  exchange  of  opinions  on  questions  concerning  Soviet-Iranian 
relations  as  well  as  on  international  problems  of  mutual  interest." 
Specifically,  the  sides  continued  to  diverge  on  two  important  issues, 
Afghanistan  and  the  Iran-Iraq  war.  According  to  Pravda,  Velayati  "ex¬ 
pressed  the  well-known  position  of  the  Republic  of  Iran."  Gromyko 
allowed  that  "our  evaluation  of  this  war  and  your  views  on  it  do  not 
coincide"  but  invoked  "common  sense"  to  suggest  that  "attention 
ought  to  be  focused  not  on  the  past  but  on  the  future."  Since  it  was  not 
in  Iran's  or  Iraq's  interest  to  have  the  killing  continue,  it  was  necessary 
to  end  the  conflict.  Nevertheless,  in  spite  of  the  differences  over  foreign 
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policy  issues,  the  sides  expressed  the  desire  to  "strengthen  goodneigh- 
borly  relations"  between  them.108 

Additional  evidence  of  Moscow's  unhappiness  with  Tehran's  position 
on  the  Gulf  conflict  was  provided  in  April  1987  when  a  delegation  of  the 
League  of  Arab  States  was  received  by  Gromyko  and  Shevardnadze.109 
In  the  course  of  the  meetings  both  Soviet  leaders  restated  the  Kremlin's 
opposition  to  the  war  and  Moscow's  readiness  to  contribute  to  its 
resolution.  Gromyko,  in  particular,  blamed  Tehran  for  the  ongoing 
slaughter:  "It  is  self-evident  that  the  responsibility  for  the  continuation 
of  the  war  is  borne  by  those  forces  and  those  leaders  who  demon¬ 
stratively  flout  public  opinion  of  virtually  the  entire  world."110  The 
Iranian  Foreign  Ministry  responded  by  denouncing  the  Soviet  policy  in 
the  Gulf — the  USSR  continued  to  search  for  opportunities  to  increase 
Soviet  influence  throughout  the  entire  region.111  It  was  against  this 
backdrop  of  mutual  recriminations  that  the  Iranians  attacked  a  Soviet 
freighter  sailing  to  Kuwait. 

That  action  seemed  to  have  been  intended  as  a  tangible  demonstra¬ 
tion  of  Tehran's  annoyance  with  Moscow's  criticism  of  Iranian  policies 
and  with  the  acceleration  of  Soviet  involvement  with  Iraq  as  well  as 
Kuwait.  It  was  also,  however,  an  open  challenge  of  the  USSR  and  its 
interests  that  the  Kremlin  could  not  afford  to  ignore.  It  was  probably 
this  realization,  coupled  with  the  possibility  of  superpower  cooperation 
against  the  Islamic  Republic,  that  prompted  its  leaders  to  attempt  to 
defuse  the  situation.  In  mid-June  1987,  First  Deputy  Foreign  Minister 
Iulii  Vorontsov  arrived  in  Tehran  "at  the  invitation  of  the  Iranian  side." 
During  his  three-day  stay  he  was  received  by  Khamenei,  Rafsanjani, 
Musavi,  Velayati,  and  the  minister  of  economy  and  finances — an  in¬ 
dication  of  the  importance  which  the  Islamic  Republic  attached  to  his 
visit.112  It  was  reported  in  the  West  that  Vorontsov  had  delivered  a 
strong  protest  against  the  Iranian  attack,  "hinting  that  the  Soviet  Union 
might  have  to  retaliate  if  Iran  attacked  another  Soviet  ship."  At  the 
same  time,  in  accepting  Tehran's  invitation,  the  Kremlin  signaled  that 
it,  too,  did  not  wish  to  break  with  the  Islamic  Republic.  In  short,  both 
sides,  for  reasons  of  their  own,  were  leaning  toward  moderation  and 
showed  no  inclination  to  aggravate  an  already  difficult  situation. 

Relations  with  Iraq.  Cooperation  between  the  USSR  and  Iraq  con¬ 
tinued  to  expand  after  Saddam  Fiussein's  "summit"  meeting  with 
Secretary-General  Gorbachev.  In  April  1986,  First  Deputy  Prime  Minis¬ 
ter  Ramadan,  accompanied  by  Minister  of  State  for  Military  Affairs 
Shanshal,  returned  to  Moscow.  They  were  received  by  Ryzhkov  and, 
according  to  Pravda,  discussed  with  him  ways  to  improve  bilateral 
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cooperation.1 13  It  may  be  safely  assumed  that  continuation  of  the  So¬ 
viet  military  assistance  program  to  Iraq  was  one  of  the  important  items 
on  their  agenda. 

One  month  later,  the  Permanent  Soviet-Iraqi  Commission  for  Eco¬ 
nomic,  Scientific,  and  Technological  Cooperation  held  its  sixteenth 
session  in  Baghdad.  The  Soviet  delegation  was  led  by  Katushev,  and  the 
Iraqi  by  Minister  of  Industry  and  Mineral  Resources  Subhi  Yasin.  In  the 
course  of  the  negotiations  the  sides  expressed  satisfaction  with  the 
state  of  their  cooperation  and  recorded  their  wish  for  its  continued 
expansion.  During  his  stay  in  Baghdad,  Katushev  was  received  by  Sad¬ 
dam  Hussein,  Ramadan,  and  Minister  of  Trade  Hassan  Ali.  Before  his 
departure  the  sides  signed  a  new  trade  agreement  and  reached  an  infor¬ 
mal  accord  for  continued  economic,  scientific,  and  technological  coop¬ 
eration.114 

In  mid-June  1986,  Hassan  Ali  returned  to  Moscow  and  was  received 
by  Shevardnadze  and  Deputy  Premier  Riabov.  The  sides  discussed  "cer¬ 
tain  aspects  of  Soviet-Iraqi  relations  as  well  as  the  situation  in  the 
Middle  East"  and  expressed  themselves  in  favor  of  "further  develop¬ 
ment  of  mutually  beneficial  cooperation."  On  June  13  the  USSR  and 
Iraq  formally  signed  a  "long-term  trade  agreement"  for  the  period  be¬ 
tween  1986  and  1 990. 1 15  Close  contacts  continued  in  the  fall  and  winter 
of  1986.  In  September,  Shevardnadze  and  Tariq  Aziz  met  in  New  York 
and  noted  their  commitment  to  the  development  of  friendly  relations 
between  the  two  states.116  Similar  sentiments  were  expressed  during  a 
December  1986  meeting  between  Shevardnadze  and  the  Iraqi  ambas¬ 
sador  to  the  USSR.  The  new  element  was  the  coincidence  of  Moscow's 
and  Baghdad's  views  on  the  "Irangate"  affair.  According  to  Pravda,  both 
judged  the  U.S.  policy  in  the  Gulf  to  be  "duplicitous."  They  also  agreed 
that  the  Reagan  administration's  references  to  the  "Soviet  threat"  were 
intended  to  mask  Washington's  ambition  "to  implement  its  neoglobal¬ 
ist  designs"  in  the  Middle  East.117 

On  February  19,  1987,  Foreign  Minister  Tariq  Aziz  returned  to  Mos¬ 
cow.  The  timing  of  his  visit,  coming  as  it  did  on  the  heels  of  Foreign 
Minister  Velayati's  stay  in  the  Soviet  capital, 1 18  was  intended  to  demon¬ 
strate  that,  in  spite  of  the  Kremlin's  commitment  to  developing  friendly 
relations  with  both  belligerents,  the  USSR  continued  to  lean  toward 
Baghdad.  Thus,  Tariq  Aziz's  discussions  with  Gromyko  were  conducted 
"in  a  friendly  atmosphere,"  rather  than  being  "frank  and  businesslike" 
during  the  Gromyko-Velayati  meeting.  On  the  subject  of  Iraqi-Soviet 
relations,  Tariq  Aziz  said  that  his  government  was  "determined  to  .  .  . 
maintain  good,  friendly  relations  with  the  USSR."  He  emphasized  the 
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closeness  of  political  ties,  which  he  described  as  of  "decisive  impor¬ 
tance."  Turning  to  the  Gulf  war,  Tariq  Aziz  expressed  Iraq's  readiness 
"to  contribute  to  [its]  immediate  end."  The  problem,  he  went  on  to  say, 
lay  with  Tehran,  which  refused  to  terminate  the  hostilities.  Gromyko, 
too,  described  Moscow-Baghdad  relations  as  "friendly"  and  reciprocated 
Baghdad's  intention  to  work  for  their  continuing  improvement.  In  his 
comments  on  the  war  the  president  noted  that  the  United  Nations  as 
well  as  "nearly  all  of  the  world's  states"  had  expressed  themselves  in 
support  of  peace  and  chided  "those  who  do  not  listen  to  these  voices."119 

Otherwise,  the  Kremlin  used  the  opportunity  provided  by  the  Febru¬ 
ary  1987  visits  of  the  Iranian  and  Iraqi  foreign  ministers  to  register 
several  points.  The  Soviets  restated  their  continued  commitment  to 
peace,-  lined  themselves  squarely  on  the  side  of  the  vast  majority  of  the 
un  members;  and  expressed  a  desire  to  improve  relations  with  both  Iran 
and  Iraq.  In  so  doing,  the  USSR  demonstrated  to  the  United  States 
Moscow's  "relevance"  in  the  Gulf  conflict.  Unlike  the  Arab-Israeli 
sector,  where  Washington,  by  virtue  of  its  intimacy  with  Israel  and  a 
number  of  key  Arab  states,  held  the  diplomatic  upper  hand,  in  the 
Persian  Gulf  it  was  the  Soviet  Union  that  remained  on  good  terms  with 
Iraq  and  on  speaking  terms  with  the  Islamic  Republic. 

Both  sides  used  the  fifteenth  anniversary  of  the  signing  of  the  1972 
treaty  and  its  automatic  renewal  to  express  their  commitment  to  im¬ 
proving  bilateral  relations.  The  telegram  from  the  Presidium  of  the 
Supreme  Soviet  and  the  Council  of  Ministers  to  Saddam  Hussein  was 
unusually  expansive.  The  treaty  provided  a  "firm  foundation  for  dy¬ 
namic  development  of  Soviet-Iraqi  relations  in  accordance  with  the 
principles  of  equality,  respect  for  sovereignty,  and  noninterference  in 
each  other's  internal  affairs."  Turning  to  the  future,  the  telegram  ex¬ 
pressed  "conviction"  that  the  1972  treaty  would  help  "strengthen  the 
friendship  and  fruitful  cooperation  between  the  USSR  and  the  Iraqi 
Republic  [and  would]  contribute  to  efforts  directed  at  the  liquidation  of 
the  sources  of  tension  ...  in  the  Middle  East  and  the  world  generally."  In 
his  telegram  to  Gromyko  and  Ryzhkov,  Saddam  Hussein  sent  "to  the 
Soviet  leadership  . . .  the  warmest  regards  and  best  wishes."  He  went  on 
to  say  that  the  treaty,  "based  on  the  principles  of  equality,  mutual 
respect,  sovereignty,  and  constructive  cooperation,  has  produced  posi¬ 
tive  results  in  all  spheres  of  interaction  between  our  countries  and  .  .  . 
remains  a  firm  foundation  for  further  development  of  bilateral  rela¬ 
tions."120 

Moscow-Baghdad  cooperation,  as  well  as  such  current  problems  as 
the  Iran-Iraq  war  and  the  Arab-Israeli  conflict,  were  subjects  of  the 
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ensuing  negotiations  between  the  two  states.  In  April  1987  a  delegation 
headed  by  Deputy  Chairman  of  the  Supreme  Soviet  Petr  Demichev 
arrived  in  Baghdad  and  participated  in  the  celebration  of  the  fifteenth 
anniversary  of  the  1972  treaty.121  In  June,  after  his  trip  to  Tehran,  Iulii 
Vorontsov  visited  Baghdad  and  briefed  the  Iraqis  on  his  negotiations 
with  the  Iranian  leaders.  That  occasion,  too,  was  used  to  emphasize  the 
parties'  commitment  to  "continued  strengthening  and  broadening,  in 
all  spheres,  of  friendly  ties  between  the  USSR  and  Iraq."122  Finally, 
according  to  the  data  released  by  the  Institute  of  International  and 
Strategic  Studies,  in  1985  and  1986  the  Soviets  continued  to  supply 
arms  to  Iraq.  The  number  of  tanks  (T-54/-55/-62/-72)  remained  con¬ 
stant  at  2,900.  The  same  was  true  of  interceptor  aircraft  (40  MIG-19S, 
200  mig-2is,  and  25  MIG-25S).  There  was  a  small  decline  in  the  quantity 
of  MIG-23BM  fighter-ground  attack  planes  (from  48  in  1985  to  40  in 
1986),  while  no  figures  were  provided  in  1986  for  su-7  and  su-20  aircraft 
in  the  same  general  category  (in  1985,  the  numbers  were  75  and  50, 
respectively).123  The  figures  indicate  that  the  USSR  did  not  dramat¬ 
ically  increase  its  weapons  exports  to  Iraq  in  1985  and  1986,  but  it  did 
deliver  sufficient  quantities  to  replace  the  losses  resulting  from  attri¬ 
tion  and  suffered  on  the  battlefield. 


Limited  Iraqi  Successes  (1987-1988) 

In  mid- 1 987  the  tanker  war  flared  up  again.  By  that  time,  the  USSR  had 
established  a  modest  naval  presence  in  the  Persian  Gulf — one  frigate 
and  three  minesweepers  were  accompanying  the  three  tankers  which 
the  Soviets  had  leased  to  Kuwait.  The  United  States,  too,  had  strength¬ 
ened  its  naval  contingent  and,  in  late  July,  the  U.S.  navy  began  accom¬ 
panying  eleven  reflagged  Kuwaiti  tankers.  As  tension  continued  to 
grow,  Washington  urged  the  un  Security  Council  to  adopt  yet  another 
resolution  ordering  the  belligerents  to  cease  fire.  In  case  of  noncompli¬ 
ance,  the  United  Nations  would  impose  an  arms  embargo  on  the  re¬ 
calcitrant  party  or  parties.  On  June  30,  General  Vernon  A.  Walters,  chief 
U.S.  delegate  at  the  United  Nations,  arrived  in  Moscow  to  seek  Soviet 
support  for  the  American  initiative.124 

It  soon  became  evident,  however,  that  the  USSR  had  its  own  agenda. 
On  July  3  the  Soviet  government  issued  a  statement  on  the  situation  in 
the  Persian  Gulf.  It  warned  that  as  a  result  of  the  increased  foreign  naval 
presence,  the  Iran-Iraq  war  might  well  be  transformed  into  an  "interna¬ 
tional  crisis  situation."  To  deal  with  it,  Moscow  suggested  that  all 
warships  of  the  nonlittoral  states  be  withdrawn  from  the  Persian  Gulf 
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and  that  the  belligerents,  in  turn,  stop  interfering  with  the  freedom  of 
navigation  in  that  region.125  The  call  for  an  end  of  air  and  naval  attacks 
on  neutral  shipping  in  the  Gulf  was  a  novel  idea.  As  was  well  known  at 
the  time,  Iraq  had  dominated  that  aspect  of  the  war  and  was  determined 
not  to  decrease  its  pressure  on  Iran  until  Tehran  agreed  to  a  general 
cease-fire.  Conversely,  the  Islamic  Republic  was  interested  in  stopping 
the  attacks  which,  along  with  technical  (i.e.,  oil  well  recovery)  prob¬ 
lems,  had  severely  hampered  Tehran's  efforts  to  export  its  oil.  In  es¬ 
sence,  in  early  July  1987  the  Soviet  Union  once  again  shifted  its  position 
in  the  Iran-Iraq  equation. 

In  retrospect,  the  move  seems  to  have  been  dictated  by  considerations 
of  both  superpower  competition  and  the  USSR's  relations  with  the  Gulf 
belligerents.  The  common  denominator  was  Moscow's  determined  op¬ 
position  to  the  increase  of  U.S.  naval  power  and  influence  in  the  Persian 
Gulf,  an  attitude  shared  wholeheartedly  by  Tehran,  providing  for  some 
common  ground  and  for  a  degree  of  cooperation  that  was  totally  lacking 
in  U.S. -Iranian  relations.  In  any  case,  the  Kremlin  appears  to  have  felt 
that  continued  Iraqi  attacks  on  Iranian  shipping  left  Tehran  no  alterna¬ 
tive  but  to  strike  the  Kuwaiti,  Saudi,  and  other  neutral  tankers.  That,  in 
turn,  was  responsible  for  the  vast  increase  in  U.S.  naval  power  in  the 
Persian  Gulf  and  the  concurrent  likelihood  of  a  military  showdown 
between  the  Islamic  Republic  and  the  United  States.  Therefore,  in 
mid- 1 987,  Baghdad  bore  the  responsibility  for  escalating  the  naval  war¬ 
fare  in  the  Gulf,  and  Moscow  seems  to  have  felt  that  the  Iraqis  had 
simply  gone  too  far. 

On  July  20,  1987,  the  un  Security  Council  unanimously  adopted  a 
resolution  ordering  an  immediate  cease-fire  in  the  Iran-Iraq  war.  It  also 
called  for  the  withdrawal  of  all  forces  to  "internationally  recognized 
boundaries,"  an  exchange  of  the  prisoners  of  war,  and  "the  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  body  to  determine  which  side  was  responsible  for  starting  the 
war."  Known  as  Resolution  598,  the  document  contained  no  enforce¬ 
ment  provisions,  but  its  language  was  stronger  than  that  contained  in 
the  earlier  Security  Council  resolutions.  Moreover,  it  was  widely  be¬ 
lieved  at  the  time  that  noncompliance  with  598  would  lead  to  the 
adoption  of  another  resolution,  "to  be  considered  within  two  months," 
imposing  an  arms  embargo  against  the  recalcitrant  party  or  parties.126 
Iraq  accepted  Resolution  598  on  condition  that  Iran  did  likewise.  Since 
the  Islamic  Republic  refused  to  do  so,  Baghdad  rejected  Tehran's  and 
Moscow's  suggestion  that  the  belligerents  discontinue  attacks  on  the 
Gulf  shipping.127 

On  July  24  one  of  the  reflagged  Kuwaiti  tankers  struck  a  mine  in  the 
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vicinity  of  the  Iranian  island  of  Farsi.  On  the  same  day,  Rafsanjani 
warned  that  Tehran  would  strike  at  the  "economic  centers  of  Iraq's 
regional  allies"  if  Baghdad's  air  force  continued  to  attack  Iran's  eco¬ 
nomic  objects.128  The  rise  in  tension  coincided  with  large-scale  vio¬ 
lence  which  had  occurred  in  Mecca,  where  thousands  of  Iranian  pil¬ 
grims  rioted  and  had  to  be  subdued  by  the  Saudi  police  and  the  military. 
Hundreds  of  Iranians  were  killed,  leading  the  Islamic  Republic  to  call 
for  the  "uprooting  of  the  Saudi  royalty."  In  this  dispute  the  United 
States  came  down  squarely  on  the  side  of  Saudi  Arabia.129  In  contrast, 
Pravda's  account  of  the  Mecca  disturbances  exhibited  a  slight  but  dis- 
cernable  pro-Iranian  slant.  According  to  Pravda,  President  Khamenei 
called  on  the  Muslim  countries  to  condemn  "the  barbarian  massacre  of 
peaceful  pilgrims"  and  placed  the  responsibility  for  Saudi  excesses  on 
the  United  States  and  its  policy.130 

It  was  under  these  circumstances  that  Deputy  Foreign  Minister 
Vorontsov  returned  to  Baghdad  and  Tehran  in  late  July-early  August 
1987.  According  to  Pravda,  he  and  Tariq  Aziz  met  in  a  "warm  [and] 
friendly  atmosphere."  Both  expressed  their  approval  of  Resolution  598 
and  support  of  the  forthcoming  diplomatic  efforts  by  Secretary-General 
Perez  de  Cuellar.  The  account  of  Vorontsov's  stay  in  Tehran  was  couched 
in  more  neutral  terms.  This  was  particularly  true  of  the  cardinal  issue  of 
the  continuation  of  the  war.  As  noted  by  Pravda,  "the  Soviet  side  stated 
its  . . .  principled  position  for  ending  the  war  and  reaching  a  just  political 
settlement."  Nothing  was  said  about  the  Iranian  reaction.  Nor  did  the 
public  account  of  the  Vorontsov  visit  to  Tehran  contain  any  reference  to 
Resolution  598.  But  the  sides  did  agree  on  the  desirability  of  withdrawal 
of  foreign  warships  and  on  the  halt  of  naval  and  air  attacks  on  shipping  in 
the  Persian  Gulf.131 

The  seemingly  contradictory  tones  in  the  Soviet  coverage  of  events 
taking  place  in  the  Gulf  in  mid- 1987  were  but  a  reflection  of  a  certain 
ambiguity  inherent  in  the  Soviet  policy  as  the  Kremlin  simultaneously 
pursued  two  objectives — the  end  of  the  war  and  the  elimination  (or,  at 
least,  weakening)  of  the  American  military  presence  and  influence  in 
the  Gulf.  To  achieve  the  first  objective,  Iran  had  to  be  persuaded  to  drop 
its  opposition  to  the  peaceful  settlement  of  the  conflict.  Since  Tehran 
made  no  secret  of  its  determination  to  continue  the  war,  it  had  to  be 
pressured  to  change  its  stance.  In  this  respect,  the  Soviet  and  American 
interests  coincided  to  a  remarkable  degree.  But  acting  on  this  premise 
meant  not  only  cooperation  with  the  United  States  but  also  accepting 
and  supporting  the  American  initiative — the  proposed  arms  embargo — 
to  effect  the  end  of  the  war.  Since,  in  doing  so,  Moscow  would  be 
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assisting  Washington  to  achieve  its  goals  (which  included  keeping  the 
USSR  out  of  the  Persian  Gulf),  the  Soviets  backed  off.  Instead,  the 
Kremlin  continued  to  emphasize  the  importance  of  a  "collective"  ap¬ 
proach  to  the  solution  of  the  Iran-Iraq  problems. 

At  the  same  time,  Moscow  was  determined  to  prevent  the  expansion 
of  the  U.S.  military  power  and  influence  generally  in  the  Persian  Gulf 
region.  In  this  respect,  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  Islamic  Republic  were 
pursuing  the  same  goal.  However,  opposition  to  American  naval  pres¬ 
ence — introduced  into  the  Gulf  to  protect  Kuwait  and  Saudi  Arabia- 
brought  the  USSR  into  a  political  conflict  not  only  with  those  gcc 
states  but  also  with  Iraq.  Baghdad's  aggravation  was  reinforced  by  the 
Kremlin's  support  of  Tehran's  demand  for  a  halt  of  military  operations 
in  the  Gulf,  where  Iraq  had  the  upper  hand,  but  not  on  land,  where  Iran 
still  had  an  advantage. 

Moscow's  position  brought  the  USSR  into  a  thinly  veiled  conflict 
with  Iraq  which,  along  with  the  United  States,  had  been  urging  the 
Security  Council  to  pressure  Iran  to  accept  the  cease-fire.  On  August  27, 
the  Iraqi  un  delegate  announced  that  Baghdad  refused  to  "accept  .  .  . 
[Tehran's]  procrastination  . . .  [and]  fully  reserve[d] ...  its  right  to  conduct 
any  kind  of  operations  against  Iran  as  long  as  Iran  does  not  comply  with 
the  resolution  of  the  Security  Council."132  Two  days  later,  Iraq  broke  the 
informal  six-week  cease-fire  in  the  Gulf  by  attacking  Iranian  offshore  oil 
installations.  Tehran  retaliated  and,  by  early  September,  twenty  ships 
were  reported  damaged  over  the  span  of  six  days.133 

The  United  States  reacted  to  the  renewal  of  hostilities  by  calling  on 
the  Security  Council  "to  impose  a  global  arms  embargo  on  Iran."134 
Instead,  on  September  3,  Perez  de  Cuellar  announced  his  intention  to 
travel  to  the  Gulf  for  another  round  of  exploratory  talks.  His  decision 
caused  Washington  to  postpone  temporarily  its  call  for  the  arms  em¬ 
bargo.135  The  USSR,  too,  expressed  grave  concern  about  the  recent 
developments  in  the  Persian  Gulf.  On  September  8,  visiting  Deputy 
Foreign  Minister  Larijani  was  received  by  Ryzhkov  and  Shevardnadze. 
Both  Soviet  officials  expressed  themselves  in  favor  of  an  "immediate 
halt  of  the  Iran-Iraq  war,"  noted  that  the  basis  for  a  political  settlement 
of  the  conflict  had  been  provided  by  Resolution  598,  and  urged  the 
Islamic  Republic  to  cooperate  with  the  un  secretary-general.136 

It  soon  became  obvious  that  Perez  de  Cuellar  had  failed  in  persuading 
Tehran  to  accept  Resolution  598. 137  Some  observers  concluded  that  the 
United  States  would  use  this  opportunity  to  try  to  persuade  the  Security 
Council  to  impose  a  universal  arms  embargo  on  the  Islamic  Republic. 
However,  they  also  anticipated  that  Washington's  initiative  would  run 
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into  opposition  from  some  permanent  members  of  the  un  Security 
Council,  above  all  the  USSR  and  the  PRC.  Iraq  was  visibly  irritated  with 
Beijing's  and  Moscow's  foot-dragging.  On  September  14,  an  editorial  in 
al-Thawrah  said,  in  part:  "The  international  community  is  requested 
now  more  than  any  time  before  to  practice  collective  pressure  against 
the  Tehran  regime.  .  .  In  addition,  "senior  Iraqi  officials"  let  it 
be  known  that  "diplomatic  relations  might  suffer  unless  unnamed  'ma¬ 
jor  powers'  adopted  pro-Iraqi  positions  concerning  the  un  cease-fire 
call."138 

On  September  23,  Shevardnadze  addressed  the  un  General  Assembly. 
He  described  the  state  of  affairs  in  the  Persian  Gulf  as  "critically  dan¬ 
gerous"  and  reiterated  Moscow's  insistence  that  all  foreign  military 
presence  should  be  withdrawn  from  it.  To  take  its  place,  Shevardnadze 
recommended  the  creation  of  a  un  naval  force.  It  would  be  composed  of 
warships  of  the  member  states  and  would  fly  a  United  Nations  flag. 
Turning  to  the  Iran-Iraq  war,  Shevardnadze  said  that  the  investigation 
into  the  origins  of  the  war  should  begin  "concurrently  and  imme¬ 
diately"  with  the  halt  in  military  operations  and  should  be  concluded 
by  a  "precisely  determined"  date.139  Since  the  question  of  an  investiga¬ 
tion  of  the  responsibility  for  the  war  had  been  an  Iranian  notion  in 
which  Iraq  was  not  the  least  bit  interested,  Shevardnadze's  insistence 
on  tying  the  idea  to  the  cease-fire  was  clearly  an  attempt  to  please 
Tehran. 

Moscow's  tactical  tilt  toward  Iran  infuriated  Baghdad.  At  a  press 
conference,  held  in  New  York  on  October  2,  Tariq  Aziz  said  that  he  had 
immediately  objected  to  Shevardnadze's  latest  proposal.140  Instead,  Iraq 
demanded  a  "strict  interpretation"  of  Resolution  598  which  ordered 
immediate  cease-fire  and  the  withdrawal  of  troops.  Only  then  would  an 
impartial  body  be  established  to  study  the  origins  of  the  war.  Apparent 
concern  about  Arab  criticism  prompted  the  Kremlin  to  react  even  be¬ 
fore  Tariq  Aziz's  press  conference.  In  late  September  the  Soviet  embassy 
in  Beirut  issued  a  statement  assuring  the  Arabs  that  "Moscow's  efforts 
to  maintain  neighborly  relations  with  Tehran  would  not  be  made  at  the 
expense  of  Iraq  or  other  Arab  countries."  Baghdad  was  not  convinced.  As 
an  unnamed  Iraqi  official  put  it:  "There  is  a  mini-crisis  in  our  relations 
with  the  Soviet  Union."141 

In  the  fall  of  1987  the  belligerents  stepped  up  air  and  missile  attacks 
against  enemy  targets.  Tension  rose  also  as  a  result  of  President  Khame¬ 
nei's  statement  that  Tehran  would  close  the  Strait  of  Hormuz  in  the 
event  of  an  imposition  of  a  general  embargo  on  the  Islamic  Republic.142 
It  was  in  those  circumstances  that  Deputy  Foreign  Minister  Vorontsov 
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returned  to  the  Gulf.  The  visit  to  Tehran  did  not  produce  positive 
results.  On  November  2,  one  day  after  his  departure  from  the  Islamic 
Republic,  both  belligerents  sent  messages  to  Perez  de  Cuellar  "stiffen¬ 
ing  their  positions  on  how  to  implement"  Resolution  598.  Iran  con¬ 
tinued  to  insist  that  an  informal  cease-fire  and  the  creation  of  an  impar¬ 
tial  commission  to  study  the  origin  of  the  war  occur  simultaneously.  A 
formal  cease-fire  would  then  be  announced  together  with  a  condemna¬ 
tion  of  Iraq  for  having  started  the  conflict.  These  demands  had  been 
advanced  before.  However,  on  this  particular  occasion,  Tehran  also 
linked  withdrawal  from  Iraqi  territory  to  the  payment  of  reparations  for 
war  damages  suffered  by  Iran.  It  also  insisted  on  redrawing  the  interna¬ 
tional  boundary,  saying  that  this  was  necessary  because  Baghdad  had 
abrogated  the  treaty  of  1975.  The  stiffening  of  the  Iranian  attitude 
reflected  optimism  prevalent  in  Tehran;  it  was  hoped  that  the  major 
winter  offensive  being  readied  at  the  time  would  result  in  the  fall  of 
Basrah  and,  subsequently,  of  Saddam  Hussein.  Iraq's  position,  too,  had 
grown  firm  and  inflexible;  it  now  demanded  that  formal  cease-fire  and 
withdrawal  of  Iranian  troops  from  the  occupied  territory  precede  the 
discussion  of  other  topics,  including  the  creation  of  a  commission  to 
investigate  the  causes  of  the  war.143 

In  early  December  1987,  Lanjani  came  to  New  York  for  another  round 
of  negotiations  with  Perez  de  Cuellar.  It  soon  became  apparent  that  the 
Islamic  Republic  had  no  intention  of  softening  its  position  on  ending 
the  war:  Larijani  made  it  clear  that  Tehran  would  agree  to  the  imple¬ 
mentation  of  Resolution  598  only  after  Iraq  had  been  branded  aggressor 
and  had  paid  Iran  reparations  for  the  losses  suffered  during  the  war.144 
Iran's  refusal  to  cooperate  with  the  un  Security  Council  strengthened 
Washington's  argument  in  favor  of  a  universal  arms  embargo  against  the 
Islamic  Republic.  It  also  made  it  more  difficult  for  Moscow  to  resist  the 
growing  sentiment  for  the  application  of  sanctions.  In  fact,  the  Arab — 
and  particularly  Iraqi — suspicions  that  the  USSR  refused  to  support  the 
arms  embargo  because  the  Soviets  wished  to  befriend  the  Islamic  Re¬ 
public  infuriated  Baghdad.  Therefore,  it  came  as  no  surprise  when,  on 
November  30,  Foreign  Minister  Tariq  Aziz  labeled  the  USSR  "an  obsta¬ 
cle  to  un  peace  efforts."145 

An  opportunity  to  deflect  growing  Arab  criticism  presented  itself  in 
early  December,  when  President  Gromyko  received  Iranian  ambassador 
Nasser  Khayram-Nobari.  Turning  to  what  he  described  as  the  "main" 
topic,  the  Soviet  president  chided  the  Islamic  Republic  for  continuing 
the  war  despite  repeated  assurances  that  Tehran  wished  the  hostilities 
to  end:  "In  practice,  Iran  is  not  working  toward  ending  the  war.  For  this 
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reason,  no  solution  to  this  question  has  been  found."  Gromyko  con¬ 
cluded  his  remarks  on  the  war  with  a  thinly  veiled  warning.  He  reiter¬ 
ated  the  urgency  of  implementing  Resolution  598  and  went  on  to  say 
that,  should  it  not  be  carried  into  effect,  "the  question  of  taking  further 
steps  .  .  .  could  [well]  be  placed  on  the  current  [Security  Council] 
agenda."  This  course  of  action,  Gromyko  added,  was  provided  for  in 
Resolution  5 98. 146 

In  mid-December  the  USSR  refined  its  position  on  the  Gulf  war. 
During  the  consultations  among  the  members  of  the  un  Security  Coun¬ 
cil,  the  Soviets  agreed  "to  consider  an  arms  embargo  against  Iran,  pro¬ 
vided  it  was  enforced  by  a  naval  blockade  under  a  United  Nations  flag." 
Although  nothing  was  known  initially  about  the  composition  of  the 
proposed  un  fleet  and  other  related  matters,  Washington's  reaction  was 
negative.  According  to  Assistant  Secretary  of  State  Richard  W.  Murphy, 
"these  Soviet  positions  reflect  continuous  efforts  to  play  this  issue  both 
ways:  avoiding  actions  in  the  un  which  would  sour  Soviet-Iranian  rela¬ 
tions  while  doing  just  enough  to  blunt  the  increasing  criticism  of  the 
Arab  states  directed  at  Moscow."147 

For  a  while  it  appeared  that  the  relentless  U  S.  and  Arab  pressure  for  a 
follow-up  resolution  had  paid  off.  On  December  24,  the  Security  Coun¬ 
cil  reached  a  unanimous  decision  "to  consider  sanctions  to  force  Iran  to 
comply"  with  Resolution  5  98. 148  In  the  next  three  weeks,  its  permanent 
members  met  three  times  but  failed  to  draft  a  resolution  acceptable  to 
all  because  of  "Soviet  insistence  on  creating  a  United  Nations  naval 
force  in  the  Persian  Gulf,  which  the  United  States  has  opposed."  By  mid- 
January  1988,  Secretary  of  State  George  Shultz  complained  publicly 
that  the  USSR  had  shown  no  inclination  to  proceed  with  the  drafting  of 
the  arms  embargo  resolution.149 

Another  opportunity  to  discuss  the  Iran-Iraq  impasse  presented  itself 
in  early  February,  when  Tariq  Aziz  returned  to  Moscow  and  was  re¬ 
ceived  by  Ryzhkov  and  Shevardnadze.  Since  it  was  reported,  in  late 
January,  that  Baghdad  had  become  exasperated  with  the  USSR  and  had, 
in  fact,  warned  the  Soviets  that  their  delaying  tactics  in  the  Security 
Council's  deliberations  of  the  arms  embargo  were  "unacceptable,"150  it 
may  be  assumed  that  Tariq  Aziz  was  sent  to  Moscow  to  pressure  the 
Kremlin  to  stop  shielding  the  Islamic  Republic.  But  the  USSR,  too,  had 
an  ax  to  grind — it  strongly  resented  Iraq's  approval  of  the  continued, 
large-scale  U.S.  naval  presence  in  the  Persian  Gulf.  Given  their  clashing 
viewpoints,  no  constructive  outcome  could  be  expected  from  the  Mos¬ 
cow  meetings.  The  Soviet  account  of  them  supported  this  conclu¬ 
sion.151  A  slight  change  in  the  Soviet  position  occurred  on  February  18, 
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1988,  when  Moscow  agreed  that  the  five  permanent  members  of  the 
Security  Council  should  enlarge  the  forum  debating  arms  embargo 
against  Iran  by  bringing  into  the  informal  discussions  all  of  the  coun¬ 
cil's  remaining  members.  Although  the  USSR  insisted  that  its  decision 
did  not  imply  acceptance  of  the  embargo  resolution,  the  Western 
powers  chose  to  interpret  Moscow's  acquiescence  to  a  larger  forum  as  "a 
significant  step  forward."152 

In  this  upbeat  atmosphere  Secretary  of  State  Shultz  traveled  to  Mos¬ 
cow  for  negotiations  with  Foreign  Minister  Shevardnadze.  The  Ameri¬ 
can  press  reported  prior  to  his  February  21  arrival  that  the  secretary's 
agenda  placed  "an  unusually  heavy  emphasis  on  regional  disputes."  The 
Soviet  officials  did  not  seem  to  mind,  assuring  all  concerned  that  the 
Kremlin,  too,  was  eager  "to  accomplish  something  in  these  areas."  It 
soon  became  apparent,  however,  that,  in  the  context  of  regional  con¬ 
flicts,  Washington  and  Moscow  were  in  disagreement  not  only  over  the 
means  of  achieving  peace  but  also  over  some  of  the  ends.153  At  his  press 
conference  held  after  the  conclusion  of  the  talks,  Shevardnadze  was 
asked  whether  the  superpowers  had  succeeded  in  narrowing  their  differ¬ 
ences  on  the  imposition  of  sanctions  against  Iran.  He  replied  that  Reso¬ 
lution  598  had  been  a  product  of  "collective  efforts"  of  all  of  the  council 
members  and  added  that  future  steps,  too,  would  have  to  be  arrived  at  in 
a  similar  fashion.154 

In  late  February  1988,  after  the  Iraqi  air  force  attacked  an  oil  refinery 
situated  in  a  Tehran  suburb,  Iran  retaliated  by  firing  three  Soviet-made 
Scud-B  missiles  into  Baghdad.  Iraq  reciprocated  in  kind,  launching  the 
so-called  al-Hussein  rockets  against  a  number  of  Iranian  targets.155  In 
these  exchanges  the  Iraqis  had  the  upper  hand.  As  reported  by  Pravda, 
during  the  first  week  of  the  1988  "war  of  the  cities,"  nineteen  Iranian 
rockets  exploded  in  Baghdad,  while  376  Iraqi  missiles  struck  Tehran 
and  three  struck  Qum.156 

One  of  the  early  consequences  of  this  escalation  of  the  war  was  a 
sharp  deterioration  in  relations  between  the  Islamic  Republic  and  the 
USSR.  As  some  Iranian  officials  accused  the  USSR  of  providing  Iraq 
with  longer-range  missiles,  Moscow  endeavored  to  distance  itself  from 
Baghdad.  In  private  conversations,  Soviet  officials  reportedly  criticized 
the  rocket  attacks  on  the  Iranian  cities.  Publicly,  Foreign  Ministry 
spokesman  Gennadii  Gerasimov  admitted  that  the  USSR  had  provided 
missiles  to  Iraq  but  went  on  to  say  that  they  were  of  a  short-range 
variety  and  therefore  could  not  have  reached  Tehran.  Gerasimov  added 
that  the  rockets  had  been  delivered  "on  the  condition  that  they  not  be 
'modernized'  in  any  way."157 
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In  the  meantime,  the  level  of  violence  continued  to  rise.  The  Iraqis 
kept  firing  missiles  at  Tehran  and  other  cities,  while  Iranian  troops 
captured  two  Iraqi  border  towns  despite  the  use  of  chemical  weapons  by 
the  retreating  enemy  forces.  This  phase  of  the  war  culminated  in  a 
major  poison  gas  attack  on  the  town  of  Halabjah  where,  according  to  the 
Iranian  un  delegate,  some  five  thousand  Kurdish  inhabitants  had  been 
killed.158  The  large-scale  recourse  to  poison  gas  caused  "deep  concern" 
in  the  USSR.  On  March  29,  Gerasimov  said  that  the  reported  "massive 
use  of  chemical  weapons"  represented  a  violation  of  the  1925  Geneva 
protocol  and  should  therefore  be  condemned  "decisively"  by  the  inter¬ 
national  community.  He  added  that  this  conclusion  applied  to  both 
belligerents.159 

Before  the  "war  of  the  cities"  came  to  an  end  on  April  20,  Iran  suffered 
two  serious  setbacks.  On  April  18,  after  an  American  frigate  had  been 
damaged  by  a  mine,  U.S.  naval  vessels  destroyed  two  Iranian  oil  rigs  in 
the  Persian  Gulf.  On  the  same  day,  the  Iraqis  recaptured  the  Faw  penin¬ 
sula.160  Given  its  balancing  act  in  the  Iran-Iraq  conflict,  Moscow  had 
little  to  say  about  the  reconquest  of  Faw;  the  news  was  reported,  but  no 
editorial  comment  was  made.161  The  same  was  not  true  of  the  other 
happenings  in  the  Gulf,  however.  "Serious  concern,"  which  the  Kremlin 
felt  about  the  "recent  U.S.  military  actions  against  Iran,"  was  conveyed 
by  Shevardnadze  to  Shultz,  who  arrived  in  the  USSR  a  few  days  after  the 
Gulf  incident.  According  to  the  Soviet  account,  the  foreign  minister 
admonished  the  secretary  that  American  engagement  of  the  Iranian 
forces  postponed  the  "peaceful  resolution  of  the  Iran-Iraq  conflict," 
interfered  with  the  peacemaking  mission  of  the  un  secretary-general, 
and  could  result  in  an  "uncontrolled  escalation  of  tension  in  the  Persian 
Gulf  area."162 

In  late  May  the  Iraqis  drove  the  Iranians  from  the  border  town  of 
Shalamchah  and,  some  four  weeks  later,  from  the  Majnun  oil  fields 
northeast  of  Basrah.163  Although  some  territory  in  Iraqi  Kurdistan  re¬ 
mained  under  Iranian  control,  it  was  clear  that  the  Islamic  Republic  had 
lost  the  war.  On  July  18,  1988,  the  Iranian  government  accepted  Resolu¬ 
tion  598.  The  Kremlin  was  elated;  at  a  Foreign  Ministry  briefing  on  July 
19,  Gerasimov  reminded  all  concerned  that  the  USSR  had  repeatedly 
expressed  itself  "in  favor  of  Iran's  acceptance  of  Resolution  598  and  .  .  . 
[was]  delighted  that  Iran  has  taken  this  important  step.  .  .  ."164 

On  July  20,  Tariq  Aziz  dispatched  a  letter  to  Perez  de  Cuellar  outlin¬ 
ing  Baghdad's  plan  for  ending  the  war.  It  envisaged  a  meeting  between 
the  representatives  of  the  warring  states  to  mark  the  beginning  of  "di¬ 
rect,  official  negotiations  concerning  the  implementation  of  Resolution 
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598."  Tariq  Aziz  suggested  also  the  inclusion  in  the  agenda  of  the 
"questions  of  freedom  of  navigation  in  the  Shatt  al-Arab  river  and  in 
the  Persian  Gulf"  and  called  on  Tehran  to  halt  the  attacks  on  neutral 
tankers.  Upon  discussing  Baghdad's  plan  with  the  members  of  the  Se¬ 
curity  Council,  Perez  de  Cuellar  announced  that  "military  experts  of 
the  un"  would  soon  be  dispatched  to  Iran  and  Iraq  to  begin  the  imple¬ 
mentation  of  Resolution  5 98. 165  After  almost  eight  years  of  war,  peace 
finally  seemed  to  be  at  hand. 

Baghdad  stuck  to  its  position  when  the  foreign  ministers  of  Iran  and 
Iraq  began  their  respective  discussions  with  Perez  de  Cuellar:  Tariq  Aziz 
insisted  that  the  first  step  in  the  peace  process  should  be  Iran's  acquies¬ 
cence  to  "immediate  face-to-face  negotiations"  with  Iraq.  Tehran  de¬ 
murred.  On  July  28,  its  un  representative  argued  that  under  the  United 
Nations  charter,  Resolution  598  was  "a  mandatory  one  .  .  .  and  as 
such  .  .  .  [was]  binding  on  Iraq,  which  thus  has  no  right  to  impose  any 
preconditions."166 

By  early  August  1988  it  was  becoming  clear  that  international  pres¬ 
sure  was  building  to  get  Baghdad  to  modify  its  intractable  position.  The 
New  York  Times  reported  that  the  United  States  had  urged  Iraq  to 
accept  the  cease-fire  without  preconditions.167  There  was  no  direct 
evidence  of  Soviet  diplomatic  pressure  on  Iraq,  but  judging  by  the 
pronouncements  of  Moscow's  press,  there  can  be  little  doubt  that  the 
USSR,  too,  attempted  to  exert  its  influence  in  Baghdad  on  behalf  of  an 
early  and  unconditional  acceptance  of  the  cease-fire.  For  example,  in  an 
article  entitled  "It  Is  Time  to  Stop,"  Pavel  Demchenko  suggested  that 
the  preconditions  for  ending  the  war  had  been  met  when  Iran  accepted 
Resolution  598.  Nevertheless,  no  progress  was  achieved  because  Bagh¬ 
dad  and  Tehran  adhered  to  "different  concepts  of  reaching  a  settle¬ 
ment."168  Although  Demchenko's  article  addressed  both  belligerents, 
even  a  cursory  reading  of  the  text  left  no  doubt  about  who  the  real 
culprit  in  the  stalled  peace  process  was:  Iran  had  finally  and  uncondi¬ 
tionally  accepted  Resolution  598  while  Iraq  was  blocking  the  imple¬ 
mentation  of  the  cease-fire. 

On  August  20,  1988,  as  stipulated  by  Perez  de  Cuellar,  the  cease-fire 
went  into  effect.  Five  days  later,  direct  negotiations  between  Iraq  and 
Iran  opened  in  Geneva.169  As  envisaged  by  the  secretary-general,  the 
purpose  of  the  opening  round  was  to  reach  an  agreement  on  "a  timetable 
for  carrying  out  the  various  stages  of"  Resolution  5 98. 170  The  Soviet 
reaction  to  these  events  was  predictably  positive  but  cautious.  Pravda 
noted  Tariq  Aziz's  statement  to  the  effect  that  Iraq  was  genuinely 
interested  in  restoring  peace  and  hoped  that  Iran  would  respond  in  kind. 
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Velayati,  too,  expressed  willingness  to  cooperate  in  the  achievement  of 
"comprehensive,  just,  honorable,  and  durable"  peace.  In  spite  of  these 
encouraging  signs,  Pravda  warned,  the  negotiations  about  to  begin  in 
Geneva  were  bound  to  be  difficult.  More  than  i  million  casualties  as 
well  as  "enormous  destruction  and  material  losses  . . .  [hadj  widened  the 
chasm  of  mutual  suspicion  and  hostility."171 

Relations  with  Iran.  In  mid- 1987  the  Soviet  position  in  the  Gulf 
conflict  underwent  yet  another  subtle  change.  Before  that  time,  and 
going  back  to  1982  and  1983,  Moscow  had  supported  Baghdad.  The 
Kremlin's  stance  was  conditioned  mainly  by  Tehran's  intransigence  and 
refusal  to  end  the  war.  In  the  summer  of  1987  Iran  had  not  yet  retracted 
from  its  insistence  on  defeating  Iraq,  but  the  situation  in  the  Gulf  had 
changed  dramatically  in  ways  that  alarmed  and  annoyed  the  Kremlin. 
For  example,  the  Soviets  were  concerned  with  the  projected  rise  of  U.S. 
naval  presence  and  political  influence  in  the  Persian  Gulf.  Because  Iran 
also  shared  these  sentiments,  an  area  of  overlapping  interests  between 
the  two  states  was  established,  paving  the  way  for  some  rapprochement 
and  renewed  attempts  at  cooperation. 

One  of  the  early  indications  of  improving  relations  was  provided  in 
mid-July  1987,  when  Deputy  Foreign  Minister  Larijani  arrived  in  Mos¬ 
cow  and  was  received  by  President  Gromyko.  According  to  a  lengthy 
account  in  Pravda,  Gromyko  insisted  that  the  USSR  had  "always  .  .  . 
stood  and  continues  to  stand  for  goodneighborly  relations  with  Iran."  It 
also  adhered  to  the  principles  of  "equality,  mutual  respect,  and  nonin¬ 
terference  in  each  other's  internal  affairs."  Gromyko  believed  that  the 
two  neighbors  "must  always  live  in  peace  and  friendship"  and  urged 
Tehran  to  "build  its  relations  with  us  on  such  a  reliable  and  just  basis." 
For  his  part,  Larijani  assured  his  host  that  the  "Iranian  leadership  was 
striving  to  .  .  .  strengthen  good  relations  with  the  Soviet  Union"  and 
expressed  himself  in  favor  of  implementing  "new  projects  in  the  sphere 
of  economic  cooperation."172  Another  indication  of  a  pro-Iranian  slant 
in  Moscow's  position  was  provided  by  the  coverage  of  the  Mecca  dis¬ 
turbances  in  late  July  and  early  August  1987. 173 

In  early  August,  Vorontsov  returned  to  Tehran.  The  Soviet  account  of 
his  talks  with  the  Iranian  leaders  referred  to  a  "detailed  exchange  of 
views  on  matters  concerning  [long-term  development  of]  Soviet-Iranian 
relations.  .  .  ."  The  sides  "favored  the  implementation  of  large-scale 
projects  . . .  [designed  to  promote]  mutually  profitable  economic  cooper¬ 
ation."174  Tehran's  version  of  the  negotiations  was  more  specific.  Ac¬ 
cording  to  the  Iranian  News  Agency,  the  sides  "discussed  the  building  of 
oil  pipelines,  expansion  of  cooperation  in  the  area  of  power  and  steel,  oil 
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refining,  preliminary  progress  in  joint  shipping  in  the  Caspian  Sea  and 
plans  to  build  a  railroad  linking  the  Soviet  border  with  the  Persian 
Gulf."175  Taken  at  its  face  value,  this  account  of  Vorontsov's  discussions 
in  Tehran  could  have  been  interpreted  as  a  major  Soviet  breakthrough  in 
Iran.  Yet,  widespread  Western  apprehension  that  the  USSR  had  regis¬ 
tered  a  major  gain  in  the  Islamic  Republic  turned  out  to  be  premature. 
The  flurry  of  diplomatic  activity  undertaken  in  July  and  August  1987 
produced  an  apparent  rapprochement  between  the  Soviet  Union  and  the 
Islamic  Republic,  but  it  did  not  result  in  a  strategic  realignment  in  the 
region. 

In  September,  Lanjani  returned  to  Moscow  and  conferred  with  Ryzh¬ 
kov  and  Shevardnadze  about  the  situation  in  the  Gulf  and  the  state  of 
bilateral  relations.  According  to  the  deputy  foreign  minister,  the  Is¬ 
lamic  Republic  continued  to  attach  "great  importance  to  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  relations  with  the  Soviet  Union"  and  was  determined  to  take 
"appropriate  practical  action"  to  foster  them,  although  the  Soviet  press 
did  not  specify  what  some  of  these  actions  might  be.  Similar  sentiments 
were  expressed  by  the  Soviet  officials  as  well.176  In  mid-October,  the 
Iranian  oil  minister  came  to  Moscow.  Western  accounts  of  his  visit 
demonstrated  how  little  had  been  accomplished  despite  earlier  Iranian 
optimism  concerning  the  expansion  of  economic  cooperation  between 
the  two  states.  The  minister  said  that  the  sides  "would  probably  con¬ 
clude  a  natural  gas  sales  agreement  and  discuss  two  other  projects." 
These  were  identified  as  "a  possible  oil  pipeline  . .  .  and  a  new  rail  link." 
Judging  by  subsequent  developments,  or  the  lack  of  them,  no  break¬ 
through  had  been  achieved.  The  only  visible  signs  of  a  return  to  relative 
normalcy  were  the  appointment  of  a  new  Soviet  ambassador  to  the 
Islamic  Republic  and  the  resumption  of  Aeroflot's  flights  between  Mos¬ 
cow  and  Tehran  after  a  break  of  two  years.177  Finally,  in  late  1987  an 
agreement  was  reached  to  establish  a  joint  Soviet-Iranian  shipping  line 
in  the  Caspian  Sea.178 

In  the  meantime,  it  had  become  obvious  that  Moscow's  pressure  on 
Iran  to  accept  Resolution  598  failed  to  produce  the  desired  results.  In 
early  December  1987,  Larijani  arrived  at  the  un  headquarters  in  New 
York  and  reiterated  Tehran's  demand  that  Iraq  be  branded  aggressor  and 
agree  to  pay  reparations  before  Iran  accepted  a  cease-fire.  Gromyko's 
reception  of  the  Iranian  ambassador  to  the  USSR  must  be  seen  in  the 
light  of  these  developments.  On  that  occasion  Khayram-Nobari  deliv¬ 
ered  to  the  Soviet  president  a  message  from  the  leadership  of  the  Islamic 
Republic  and  went  on  to  explain  that  the  "spirit  of  the  document" 
reflected  Tehran's  desire  to  broaden  cooperation  with  the  Soviet  Union. 
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The  message  thanked  the  USSR  for  its  "firm  position  in  the  Security 
Council"  and  expressed  hope  that  it  would  remain  unchanged.  The 
ambassador  noted  also  that  Iran  was  ready  "to  cooperate  closely  with 
the  Soviet  Union  so  that  all  naval  vessels  of  nonlittoral  states,  which  are 
presently  deployed  in  the  Persian  Gulf  and  are  creating  an  explosive 
situation  there,  be  withdrawn."179  Coming  at  the  time  of  strong  Soviet 
pressure  on  Iran  to  accept  Resolution  598,  Tehran's  diplomatic  gambit 
reflected  its  determination  to  stay  the  course  while  appealing  to  Mos¬ 
cow  not  to  change  its  stance  on  the  embargo  resolution,  advocated  by 
the  United  States.  In  short,  subjected  to  sustained  Soviet  political  and, 
it  would  also  seem,  economic  pressure,  Tehran  chose  not  to  alter  its 
basic  position  but  to  apply  pressure  of  its  own. 

In  early  1988  Soviet-Iranian  relations  took  a  sharp  turn  for  the  worse. 
At  that  time  the  "war  of  the  cities"  was  resumed  and  Tehran  became  one 
of  its  major  casualties.  The  incoming  missiles  were  a  modified  version 
of  the  Soviet-made  Scud-Bs,  and  it  was  not  immediately  clear  whether 
the  changes  which  enabled  the  rockets  to  reach  Tehran  had  been  ef¬ 
fected  with  Soviet  assistance.  The  Iranians  believed  in  Moscow's  in¬ 
volvement,  however.  On  March  1,  Vladimir  Gudev,  the  new  Soviet 
ambassador,  was  summoned  to  the  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs  and 
handed  a  protest  against  the  supply  of  Soviet  missiles  to  Iraq.180 

On  March  6  the  Soviet  embassy  and  the  consulate  in  Isfahan  were 
attacked  by  demonstrators  who  accused  the  USSR  of  supplying  Iraq 
with  long-range  missiles.  According  to  Pravda,  these  events  were  pre¬ 
ceded  by  "inciting  reports  in  some  Iranian  media  which  attempted  to 
ascribe  to  the  Soviet  Union  the  responsibility  for  the  current  Iraqi 
missile  attacks  on  Tehran  and  other  Iranian  cities."  Alarmed,  the  Minis¬ 
try  of  Foreign  Affairs  summoned  the  Iranian  charge  d'affaires  and  con¬ 
veyed  to  him  "serious  concern  of  the  Soviet  leadership"  about  the 
events  in  Tehran  and  Isfahan.  The  Kremlin  regarded  these  occurrences 
as  "totally  unacceptable"  and  warned  the  charge  that  his  government 
had  to  take  the  "most  urgent,  immediate  measures"  to  protect  the 
Soviet  institutions  in  Iran.  Moscow  also  rejected  "all  fabrications  con¬ 
cerning  the  USSR's  complicity  in  missile  strikes"  against  the  Iranian 
cities.181 

In  addition  to  the  Iran-Iraq  war,  Moscow  and  Tehran  remained  at  odds 
about  the  situation  in  Afghanistan  and  about  the  crackdown  on  Iran's 
"democratic  organizations."  On  December  27  a  group  of  "Afghan  coun¬ 
terrevolutionaries,  based  in  Iran"  stormed  the  Soviet  consulate  in  Isfa¬ 
han.  In  an  official  protest  Moscow  demanded  that  the  Tehran  authori- 
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ties  take  "all  necessary  measures  to  guarantee  full  safety  of  all  the 
[Soviet]  institutions  and  citizens  in  Iran."  The  Iranian  Ministry  of  For¬ 
eign  Affairs  expressed  regrets  and  gave  assurances  that  the  government 
would  not  tolerate  such  attacks  in  the  future.182 

In  1988  the  Kremlin  continued  preparations  for  the  troop  pullout 
from  Afghanistan,  scheduled  for  early  1989.  Its  successful  completion 
as  well  as  some  assurance  that  the  communist  regime  in  Kabul  would 
remain  in  power  after  the  Soviets  had  left  depended  on  Pakistan's  and 
Iran's  willingness  to  curb  the  activities  of  the  mujahideen  operating  in 
their  respective  territories.  However,  neither  Islamabad  nor  Tehran  had 
shown  any  willingness  to  assist  the  withdrawal  by  cooperating  with  the 
communist  regime  in  Kabul.  Their  attitude  prompted  First  Secretary 
Najibullah  as  well  as  Gorbachev  to  urge  Iran  "not  [to]  stand  aside  from 
political  settlement."183  Their  words  fell  on  deaf  ears. 

Another  issue  troubling  Moscow  was  the  continuing  persecution  of 
the  pro-Soviet  Tudeh  and  Fedayeen  e-Khalq  parties  by  the  Iranian  au¬ 
thorities.  Although  in  the  late  1980s  the  fate  of  the  two  Marxist  organi¬ 
zations  was  of  little  importance  to  Moscow,  some  of  their  leaders  had 
found  refuge  in  the  Soviet  Union  or  in  Eastern  Europe.  They  reappeared 
from  time  to  time  at  official  party  gatherings,  delivered  speeches,  issued 
proclamations,  and  otherwise  disseminated  their  propaganda.  Occa¬ 
sionally,  the  pages  of  the  main  Soviet  publications  were  made  available 
for  their  pronouncements  but  more  often  than  not  these  were  relegated 
to  Problemy  mira  i  sotsializma  (World  Marxist  Review)  and  its  Infor¬ 
mation  Bulletin.  In  this  sense  the  fate  of  the  Iranian  Marxist  organiza¬ 
tions  remained  a  problem  affecting  Moscow-Tehran  relations,  although 
only  in  a  negligible  way. 

On  July  20,  1988,  two  days  after  the  Islamic  Republic  had  accepted 
the  cease-fire  in  the  Gulf  conflict,  Vorontsov  arrived  in  Tehran.  In 
addition  to  the  war  and  Afghanistan,  his  discussions  with  Khamenei, 
Velayati,  and  Larijani  dealt  also  with  the  state  of  Soviet-Iranian  rela¬ 
tions.  tass  reported  that  the  "sides  expressed  mutual  interest  in  de¬ 
veloping  goodneighborly  relations  .  .  .  ,  in  continuing  regular  political 
contacts  . . . ,  [and]  in  expanding  . . .  trade  [and]  economic  cooperation  on 
a  long-term  basis.  .  .  Similar  sentiments  were  expressed  during  Lari- 
jani's  subsequent  visit  to  Moscow.184  In  short,  not  a  great  deal  had 
changed  on  the  substantive  level  even  after  the  cease-fire  had  gone  into 
effect.  This  point  was  driven  home  a  few  months  later  when  Ayatollah 
Khomeini,  in  line  with  his  consistent  stand,  declared  that  the  Islamic 
Republic  refused  to  rely  either  on  the  "world-devouring"  United  States 
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or  on  the  "criminal"  Soviet  Union185 — yet  another  allusion  to  the 
Kremlin's  involvement  in  Afghanistan. 

Relations  with  Iraq.  As  in  the  past,  ongoing  contacts  with  Tehran 
ran  parallel  to  attempts  at  close  association  with  Baghdad.  This  was  not 
surprising.  The  Ba'thist  regime  had  long  been  in  favor  of  ending  the  war 
with  Iran  and  of  resolving  the  outstanding  problems  by  political  means. 
This  coincided  with  the  Soviet  position  and  accounted  for  close  mili¬ 
tary  cooperation  between  the  two  states.  On  a  more  general  level,  Iraq 
was  an  important  Soviet  client  in  the  Middle  East,  and  the  prospect  of 
Saddam  Hussein's  overthrow  by  the  fundamentalist  Islamic  Republic 
disturbed  Moscow  for  regional  reasons  as  well  as  for  the  broader  consid¬ 
erations  of  superpower  rivalry. 

In  any  event,  in  July  1987,  at  a  time  when  Soviet-Iranian  relations 
were  on  one  of  their  occasional  upswings,  Deputy  Premier  Ramadan 
arrived  in  Moscow  at  the  head  of  an  official  Iraqi  delegation.  He  was 
received  by  President  Gromyko  on  July  2,  one  day  before  the  Soviet 
government  issued  its  official  statement  on  the  situation  in  the  Persian 
Gulf.186  As  Gromyko  outlined,  Moscow's  position  encompassed  the 
following  provisions:  the  hostilities  were  to  come  to  an  end  without 
delay;  the  sides  were  to  initiate  a  peaceful  dialogue,-  "lawful  interests" 
of  both  parties  were  to  be  respected;  and  the  United  Nations  was  to  play 
an  important  part  in  ending  the  conflict.  Ramadan  endorsed  the  Soviet 
stance,  noting  that  "Iraq  followed]  closely  on  the  work  of  the  Security 
Council  .  .  .  and  wish[ed]  that  the  [proposed]  resolution  would  contrib¬ 
ute  to  peace."  In  an  important  formulation,  Gromyko  and  Ramadan 
also  "objected  to  any  attempts  to  use  the  tension  in  the  Persian  Gulf 
zone  as  a  pretext  for  interference  in  the  internal  affairs  of  the  [littoral] 
states.  .  .  ."  In  retrospect,  this  rather  innocuous  statement  reflected 
Soviet  pressure  on  Iraq  to  condemn  the  U.S.  naval  presence  in  the  Gulf. 
Because  the  Western  navies  in  the  Gulf  were  helping  Baghdad's  cause, 
however,  it  made  no  sense  for  Iraq  to  oppose  them.  Hence,  the  sides 
compromised,  objecting  to  Western  "interference  in  the  internal  affairs" 
of  the  Persian  Gulf  states  but  not  to  the  naval  presence  itself.  Finally, 
Gromyko  and  Ramadan  examined  the  state  of  Soviet-Iraqi  relations  and 
expressed  their  customary  satisfaction  with  it.  They  concluded  that 
"further  strengthening"  of  bilateral  ties  "correspond[ed[  with  the  inter¬ 
ests  of  both  peoples"  and  made  a  "positive  contribution  to  the  cause 
of . . .  peace  and  stability  in  the  Middle  East."  Defense  Minister  Dmitrii 
Iazov  participated  in  the  discussions  between  Gromyko  and  Rama¬ 
dan — a  clear  indication  that  the  question  of  Soviet  arms  supplies  to  Iraq 
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was  included  in  the  meeting's  agenda.  Upon  his  return  to  Baghdad, 
Ramadan  described  the  negotiations  as  "frank  and  constructive"  and 
said  that  Iraq  was  satisfied  with  the  cooperation  between  the  two 
states.187 

Nevertheless,  by  mid-  and  late  August  1987  relations  between  the 
USSR  and  Iraq  began  to  deteriorate.  The  major  source  of  friction  was  the 
Kremlin's  stand  on  the  Gulf  conflict.  It  will  be  recalled  that  the  Soviets 
let  it  be  known  early  on  that  they  were  opposed  to  the  application  of 
sanctions  against  Iran.  In  addition,  the  Kremlin  was  perturbed  about  the 
drastic  increase  in  the  Western  (and  particularly  U.S.)  naval  presence  in 
the  Persian  Gulf.  For  this  reason  Moscow's  determination  to  reduce,  if 
not  totally  eliminate,  it  became  one  of  the  major  objectives  of  its 
regional  policy.  This  stance  was  in  harmony  with  the  Iranian  position 
but  ran  into  determined  Iraqi  opposition,  adding  to  the  growing  strains 
in  Moscow-Baghdad  relations. 

The  clash  between  the  Soviet  and  Iraqi  positions  came  out  into  the 
open  in  late  August,  when  two  editorials  in  al-Thawrah  attacked  Mos¬ 
cow's  policy  in  the  Persian  Gulf.  The  USSR  was  not  mentioned  by 
name,  but  the  reference  to  the  "shortsighted  superpower  opposing  the 
imposition  of  sanctions  against  Iran"  left  no  doubt  about  the  meaning. 
The  other  editorial  assailed  unnamed  governments  which  had  called  for 
the  unconditional  removal  of  foreign  fleets  from  the  Persian  Gulf.  Iran 
would  be  the  only  beneficiary  of  such  a  turn  of  events,  al-Thawrah 
argued,  because  it  would  be  left  free  to  carry  out  its  "terrorist  opera¬ 
tions"  in  the  Gulf  region.188 

The  differences  between  the  Soviet  and  Iraqi  approaches  to  the  war 
resurfaced  in  early  October.  In  his  un  General  Assembly  speech,  She¬ 
vardnadze  suggested  that  an  impartial  committee,  charged  with  inves¬ 
tigating  the  causes  of  the  war,  should  be  set  up  "concurrently  and 
immediately"  with  the  cease-fire,  a  proposal  that  Tariq  Aziz  publicly 
and  indignantly  rejected.  As  tension  grew,  an  unnamed  Iraqi  official 
asserted  that  there  was,  in  fact,  "a  mini-crisis  in  our  relations  with  the 

Soviet  Union _ What  we  don't  know  is  whether  this  is  something  that 

will  pass  or  whether  this  is  a  permanent  condition."189 

Given  Iraq's  insistence  on  airing  its  differences  with  the  USSR,  high 
Soviet  officials  went  out  of  their  way  attempting  to  reassure  their 
unruly  client.  For  example,  Deputy  Foreign  Minister  Vladimir  Pe- 
trovskii  argued  that  the  USSR  and  Iraq  were  tied  by  the  treaty  of  friend¬ 
ship  and  cooperation  "which  we  follow  very  strictly,  but  we  also  want 
good  relations  with  Iran,  our  neighbor."  According  to  Petrovskii,  there 
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were  no  contradictions  in  Moscow's  respective  approaches  to  the  Gulf 
belligerents:  "We  don't  make  relations  with  one  country  at  the  expense 
of  another."190 

Nevertheless,  as  long  as  the  war  dragged  on  and  Iran  refused  to  bow  to 
the  will  of  the  un  Security  Council,  Baghdad  perceived  Moscow  as 
shielding  Tehran.  It  will  be  recalled  that,  in  late  January  1988,  Iraq 
publicly  described  the  USSR's  stance  as  "unacceptable."  Shortly  there¬ 
after,  in  yet  another  effort  to  overcome  the  difficulties  which  the  Gulf 
war  had  created  in  their  relations,  Tariq  Aziz  returned  to  Moscow  and 
conducted  far-reaching  discussions  with  Ryzhkov  and  Shevardnadze.  In 
addition  to  the  Persian  Gulf  problems,  the  officials  discussed  Afghani¬ 
stan,  the  Arab-Israeli  conflict,  and  bilateral  relations  between  the  two 
states.  Specifically,  Tariq  Aziz  "greeted  the  Soviet  Union's  determina¬ 
tion  to  move  its  military  contingent  out  of  Afghanistan."  Similar  har¬ 
mony  prevailed  with  respect  to  the  Arab-Israeli  problem.  Finally,  the 
parties  gave  "high  marks  to  the  state  of  bilateral  relations  which  are 
developing  successfully  on  the  firm  foundation  of  the  Treaty  of  Friend¬ 
ship  and  Cooperation"  and  discussed  the  "prospects  for  developing 
cooperation"  in  a  number  of  unspecified  areas.191 

Given  the  Iraqi  censure  of  Soviet  policy  in  the  Persian  Gulf  in  1987 
and  early  1988  as  well  as  the  seeming  inability  to  bridge  their  differ¬ 
ences  on  several  war-related  issues,  the  harmony  of  the  statements 
dealing  with  bilateral  relations  and  the  "high  marks"  which  Iraq  con¬ 
ferred  upon  the  USSR's  efforts  to  broaden  bilateral  cooperation  came  as 
something  of  a  surprise.  In  retrospect,  it  would  seem  that  the  apparent 
desire  that  both  sides  exhibited  to  improve  relations  despite  disagree¬ 
ments  on  various  aspects  of  the  Gulf  war  was  dictated  by  the  parties' 
perception  of  their  respective  basic  interests.  Specifically,  Iraq  under¬ 
stood  that  the  Soviets  were  likely  to  remain  involved  in  the  politics  of 
the  Persian  Gulf  region  and  that  they  would,  therefore,  play  a  role  in  the 
eventual  resolution  of  the  differences  separating  Baghdad  and  Tehran. 
The  USSR  would  do  so  both  as  a  permanent  member  of  the  un  Security 
Council  and  as  a  powerful  northern  neighbor  of  the  Islamic  Republic. 
Moreover,  as  noted  repeatedly,  the  Soviet  Union  remained  the  major 
arms  supplier  of  Iraq.  The  Kremlin,  for  its  part,  was  under  no  illusion 
that  its  ability  to  conduct  an  effective  policy  in  the  Persian  Gulf  as  well 
as  in  the  Arab  world  generally  depended  on  maintaining  close  relations 
with  Iraq.  Thus,  although  disagreeing  on  many  tactical,  short-term 
matters,  Moscow  and  Baghdad  needed  each  other  for  the  implementa¬ 
tion  and  success  of  their  respective  longer-range  policies.  In  the  final 
analysis  this  awareness  could  not  prevent  the  occurrence  of  occasion- 
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ally  serious  strains  in  the  relationship,  but  it  did  preclude  an  open  break 
between  the  superpower  patron  and  its  important  Third  World  client. 
Indeed,  in  mid-July  1988,  a  few  days  before  Iran's  surprise  acceptance  of 
Resolution  598,  an  official  delegation  headed  by  rcc  member  and 
Chairman  of  the  National  Council  Sa'dun  Hammadi  arrived  in  Mos¬ 
cow.  His  meeting  with  Gromyko  was  conducted  in  a  "warm  (and] 
benevolent"  atmosphere,  a  marked  improvement  over  the  standard 
"frank,"  "business-like,"  or  even  "friendly."192 

Finally,  a  few  words  should  be  said  about  the  outlawed  Iraqi  Commu¬ 
nist  party  and  its  activities  during  the  Gulf  conflict.  To  begin  with,  the 
fortunes  of  the  country's  Marxist,  pro-Soviet  organization  were  of  rela¬ 
tively  little  concern  to  Moscow.  The  Iraqi  party  continued  to  exist,  but 
its  leaders  had  been  exiled  and  whatever  remained  of  its  once  sizable 
membership  had  been  imprisoned  or  driven  underground.  Living  abroad 
and  enjoying  a  measure  of  Soviet  organizational  and  financial  backing, 
the  top  echelon  of  the  party  were  left  relatively  free  to  write  much  as 
they  pleased.  Like  the  Tudeh,  the  icp  remained  opposed  to  the  Iran-Iraq 
war  and  expressed  its  sentiments  regularly  in  the  World  Marxist  Review 
and  the  Information  Bulletin.  By  and  large,  the  main  Soviet  press  or¬ 
gans  avoided  references  to  such  articles,  yet  another  indication  of  the 
lack  of  Moscow's  interest  in  the  Iranian  and  Iraqi  Marxist  organiza¬ 
tions. 

Mikhail  Gorbachev's  advent  to  power  in  1985  resulted  in  yet  another 
major  reappraisal  of  the  Soviet  approach  to  the  Third  World.  Driven  by 
the  inexorable  reality  of  Soviet  economic  stagnation,  Gorbachev  in  the 
latter  1980s  introduced  momentous  changes  in  the  foreign  policy  of  the 
USSR.  As  a  result,  the  Kremlin  has  disavowed  the  concept  of  worldwide 
competition  between  the  "socialist"  and  "capitalist"  systems;  ideologi¬ 
cal  underpinnings  have  all  but  disappeared  from  major  Soviet  pro¬ 
nouncements  as  well  as  from  actual  policies.  In  comparison  with  his 
predecessors,  Gorbachev  has  embarked  upon  a  course  of  a  truly  remark¬ 
able  retrenchment:  withdrawal  of  Soviet  troops  from  Afghanistan  and 
the  dissolution  of  the  East  European  empire  have  been  accompanied  by 
less  dramatic  but  nonetheless  important  curtailment  of  Soviet  commit¬ 
ment  and  assistance  to  such  formerly  invaluable  clients  as  Vietnam, 
Ethiopia,  the  PDRY,  and  Cuba.  In  addition,  the  Kremlin  has  earnestly 
attempted  to  contribute  to  peaceful  resolution  of  such  conflicts  as  the 
Kampuchean  and  Angolan  civil  wars,  the  Arab-Israeli  imbroglio,  and 
the  war  between  Iraq  and  Iran. 

Nevertheless,  although  Gorbachev's  Kremlin  has  sought  to  defuse 
the  various  international  conflicts,  some — particularly  the  Iran-Iraq 
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war — have  attracted  a  livelier  Soviet  interest  than  others.  In  retrospect, 
this  was  not  surprising  because  the  geographic  location  of  the  bellig¬ 
erents  in  the  Persian  Gulf,  the  proximity  and  the  regional  importance  of 
Iraq,  the  direct  border  with  Iran  (with  all  the  problems  attendant  to  it), 
and  the  eventual  involvement  of  the  superpowers  had  rendered  the  Iraq- 
Iran  conflict  a  highly  explosive  and,  to  the  Kremlin,  dangerous  situa¬ 
tion.  In  short,  Gorbachev's  foreign  policy  has  openly  discarded  commu¬ 
nist  ideology  as  one  of  its  motivating  factors  and  is  now  governed 
exclusively  by  pragmatic  pursuit  of  the  USSR's  perceived  national  inter¬ 
ests. 


Evaluation 

Judging  by  its  public  declarations  as  well  as  by  its  actions,  the  USSR 
consistently  opposed  the  Iran-Iraq  war.  Brezhnev  stated  in  his  Decem¬ 
ber  1980  speech  before  the  Indian  Parliament  that  the  Gulf  conflict  was 
"tragic  in  its  senselessness,"  and  the  Kremlin  has  adhered  to  this  view 
ever  since.  According  to  its  own  pronouncements,  Moscow  adopted 
this  position  for  a  number  of  reasons.  The  Soviets  expressed  dismay 
with  the  two  leading  "anti-imperialist"  powers  of  the  Gulf  which  were 
squandering  their  human  and  material  resources  in  a  useless  conflict 
instead  of  centering  their  attention  on  the  United  States  and  its  regional 
"machinations."  In  addition,  the  Iran-Iraq  war  split  the  Arab  world  and 
diverted  attention  from  the  Arab-Israeli  conflict,  thus  benefiting  the 
Israeli  "aggressors"  and  their  American  patrons.  Moreover,  the  war  de¬ 
stabilized  the  entire  Gulf  region  and  interfered  with  the  flow  of  pe¬ 
troleum,  providing  Washington  with  new  opportunities  to  increase  the 
U.S.  military  presence  in  the  Gulf  and  with  potential  excuses  for  direct 
military  intervention. 

In  view  of  these  considerations  the  USSR  deplored  the  Iran-Iraq  war 
as  well  as  the  regional  instability  associated  with  it;  urged  the  bellig¬ 
erents  to  cease  fire  and  to  resolve  their  differences  through  negotia¬ 
tions;  and  endorsed  various  international  efforts  to  end  the  conflict. 
Concurrently,  Moscow  denied  allegations  that  it  intended  either  to 
attack  Iran  or  to  disrupt  the  oil  traffic  in  the  Gulf  and  "resolutely" 
warned  "others,"  that  is,  the  United  States,  not  to  intervene  in  the  war. 
In  addition,  in  an  apparent  attempt  to  dispel  the  notion  that  the  Krem¬ 
lin  was  merely  talking,  Brezhnev,  in  his  February  1981  speech  before  the 
Twenty-sixth  Congress  of  the  cpsu,  said  that  the  Soviet  Union  was 
trying  to  promote  peace  in  the  Persian  Gulf  "in  practice  also."  Similar 
sentiments  were  also  expressed  by  Gromyko  in  his  October  1982 
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speech  before  the  un  General  Assembly.  Since  both  Soviet  leaders 
claimed  that  Moscow  was  pursuing  an  active  policy  in  the  quest  for 
peace  in  the  Persian  Gulf  and  since  this  issue  is  of  direct  relevance  to  the 
question  of  Soviet  influence  in  Baghdad  as  well  as  in  Tehran,  the  im¬ 
plications  of  Brezhnev's  and  Gromyko's  assertions  deserve  to  be  ana¬ 
lyzed  more  closely. 

Evidence  provided  earlier  in  the  chapter  supports  the  conclusion  that 
the  Soviets  did  in  fact  apply  pressure  on  both  belligerents  to  end  the  war 
and  to  settle  their  differences  by  peaceful  means.  Moscow  did  so  pub¬ 
licly  (in  the  form  of  official  pronouncements,  un  votes,  and  support  of 
mediation  efforts  by  international  organizations)  and  privately  during 
bilateral  negotiations  with  representatives  of  the  Iraqi  and  Iranian  gov¬ 
ernments.  Pressure  was  also  applied  verbally  as  well  as  by  direct  and 
indirect  action.  Specifically,  it  is  a  well-known  fact  that  after  the  out¬ 
break  of  the  war,  the  USSR  cut  off  arms  deliveries  to  Iraq.  This  extreme 
measure,  taken  in  violation  of  existing  contracts,  signified  the  Krem¬ 
lin's  censure  of  Saddam  Hussein's  decision  to  invade  Iran  and  was  no 
doubt  intended  to  pressure  Baghdad  into  abandoning  its  bellicosity.  In 
1981  and  1982,  however,  Moscow  resumed  arms  deliveries  to  Iraq,  an 
about-face  that  does  not  seem  to  have  been  directed  at  Baghdad.  Rather, 
it  was  an  expression  of  growing  Soviet  displeasure  with  the  Islamic 
Republic.  It  will  be  recalled  that  in  1981,  Tehran  not  only  insisted  on 
carrying  on  the  war  against  Iraq — a  stand  that  the  Kremlin  argued 
benefitted  "U.S.  imperialism"  only — but  also  embarked  upon  a  number 
of  policies  which  the  USSR  had  found  extremely  repugnant,  such  as 
"anticommunism,"  "anti-Sovietism,"  and  support  of  the  Afghan  mu¬ 
jahideen. 

In  short,  in  its  efforts  to  help  end  the  Gulf  war,  Moscow,  in  addition  to 
diplomatic  efforts,  also  played  the  major  trump  card  at  its  disposal — the 
supply  of  weapons  to  Iraq — as  a  means  of  attempting  to  persuade  first 
Baghdad  and  then  Tehran  to  end  the  hostilities.  For  seven  years,  these 
attempts  at  exerting  pressure  on  both  belligerents  failed  to  produce  the 
desired  results:  Iraq  was  able  to  continue  fighting  despite  the  Soviet 
arms  cut-off,  and  Iran,  until  1988,  did  not  waver  in  its  determination  to 
win  the  war  even  after  the  USSR  resumed  its  weapons  supplies  to  the 
Saddam  Hussein  regime  in  1981  and  1982.  Because  the  term  "applying 
pressure"  in  this  context  is  synonymous  with  "exerting  influence,"  it  is 
obvious  that  the  Soviets  used  all  the  means  at  their  disposal  short  of 
direct  application  of  military  power  and  came  up  empty.  In  this  sense, 
the  Iran-Iraq  war  provided  another  important  illustration  of  the  limita¬ 
tions  of  the  proposition  that  great  powers  have  the  ability  to  exert 
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pressure  on  (or  exercise  influence  over)  a  much  weaker  client  whose 
interests  dictate  a  course  of  action  at  variance  with  the  wishes  of  the 
patron. 

Soviet  experiences  in  Iran  offer  additional  insights  into  the  problem 
of  patron-client  relationship  in  the  multipolar  political  system.  As 
argued  earlier,  in  1979  and  1980  Moscow  made  a  determined  effort  to 
befriend  the  Islamic  Republic.  It  did  so,  among  other  things,  by  lending 
Tehran  important  political  and  economic  support  during  the  hostage 
crisis  with  the  United  States  and  by  tilting  toward  Iran  after  the  Iraqi 
attack  of  September  1980.  The  Kremlin  also  expressed  itself  against  the 
war — thus  indirectly  condemning  Saddam  Hussein  for  starting  it — and, 
for  a  while,  suspended  arms  deliveries  to  Baghdad.  It  is  impossible  to 
ascertain  now  what  benefits  the  USSR  expected  to  gain  as  a  result  of  its 
anti-Iraqi  stance  during  the  initial  stages  of  the  war.  It  may  well  be  that 
the  Kremlin  wished  to  dump  Baghdad  and  to  align  itself  with  Tehran  in 
the  manner  of  the  Somalia-Ethiopia  switch  executed  in  the  mid-1970s. 
Whatever  hopes  the  Soviets  may  have  harbored,  however,  they  had  little 
to  show  for  their  efforts.  In  spite  of  occasional  warnings  and  even 
threats,  the  Islamic  Republic  persevered  in  the  war  effort  and  in  its 
"anticommunist"  and  "anti-Soviet"  activities.  It  also  continued  to  sup¬ 
port  the  anti-Russian  mujahideen  in  Afghanistan.  Put  differently,  Mos¬ 
cow's  efforts  to  exert  pressure  on  Tehran  by  "carrot"  (i.e.,  offers  of 
friendship  and  cooperation,  withholding  arms  from  Iraq)  and  by  "stick" 
(resumption  of  weapons  deliveries  to  Baghdad)  both  failed  to  produce 
the  desired  results.  The  same  conclusion  applies  to  the  Iranian  efforts  to 
drive  a  wedge  between  the  USSR  and  Iraq.  In  sum,  what  Moscow  and 
Tehran  have  had  in  common  is  their  opposition  to  the  U.S.  presence  in 
the  Persian  Gulf.  This  shared  determination  to  undercut  Washington's 
positions  has  prevented  a  complete  break  between  the  Soviet  Union  and 
the  Islamic  Republic  and  accounts  for  a  degree  of  cooperation  between 
them.  At  the  same  time  their  very  real  differences  have  precluded  a 
close  relationship  and  have  severely  inhibited  their  respective  ability  to 
exert  pressure  on,  and  exercise  influence  over,  the  other  party. 

In  a  similar  vein,  the  Kremlin's  decision  to  resume  arms  shipments  to 
Iraq  and  to  expand  trade  as  well  as  economic  and  technical  cooperation 
between  the  two  states  could  be  interpreted  not  only  as  evidence  of 
Soviet  frustration  with  Ayatollah  Khomeini,  but  also  as  acknowledg¬ 
ment  that  earlier  efforts  at  exerting  influence  on  Baghdad  by  withhold¬ 
ing  war  materiel  had  been  futile.  In  any  event,  Saddam  Hussein  must 
have  recognized  that  Moscow's  renewed  attempts  at  improving  rela¬ 
tions  were  a  direct  outgrowth  of  the  difficulties  which  the  USSR  had 
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experienced  in  Tehran.  Nevertheless,  these  considerations  did  not  pre¬ 
vent  the  hard-pressed  Iraqi  leader  from  accepting  (and,  in  fact,  from 
actively  seeking)  Soviet  assistance.  In  short,  although,  after  1981,  the 
USSR  and  Iraq  were  in  agreement  on  the  need  to  end  the  war  and  to 
resolve  the  outstanding  problems  by  political  means,  Baghdad  had 
strong  misgivings  about  Moscow's  determination  to  maintain  a  bal¬ 
anced  relationship  with  both  belligerents.  In  the  latter  stages  of  the 
Gulf  conflict,  in  particular,  the  Iraqis  endeavored  to  prevail  upon  the 
Kremlin  to  modify  its  posture  on  the  war.  This  became  evident,  above 
all,  in  Baghdad's  insistence  that  the  USSR  support  an  arms  embargo 
against  the  Islamic  Republic.  Iraq's  efforts  at  influencing  Moscow  were 
no  more  successful  than  those  exerted  by  Tehran's  clerical  leaders. 
Conversely,  the  Kremlin  could  not  prevail  upon  Baghdad  to  stop  the 
escalation  of  aerial  attacks  on  the  Iranian  and  neutral  shipping  in  the 
Gulf.  Tehran  responded  in  kind,  and  its  activity  led  ultimately  to  the 
vast  increase  of  the  U.S.  naval  presence  in  the  region.  Saddam  Hussein 
has  had  no  illusions  about  the  nature  of  Iraq's  relationship  with  the 
USSR:  it  continues  to  be  based  on  a  coincidence  of  national  interests  as 
well  as  on  mutual  profit  and  on  no  other  considerations.  For  this  reason, 
he  has  felt  obliged  periodically  to  remind  the  Kremlin  leaders  that  they 
must  "respect  the  will  of  the  Iraqi  people,"  another  way  of  saying  that 
Moscow's  ability  to  influence  Baghdad's  behavior  has  remained  limited 
in  the  extreme. 


■  Conclusion:  The  Lessons  of  the  Soviet 
Quest  for  Influence  in  Iraq 


The  USSR  first  showed  an  interest  in  post-World  War  II  Iraq  in  1958, 
when  Colonel  Abd  al-Kerim  Kassem  overthrew  the  pro-Western  mon¬ 
archy  and  took  his  country  out  of  the  Baghdad  Pact.  The  next  ten  years 
comprised  a  period  of  great  instability  in  Baghdad,  marked  by  a  series  of 
coups  d'etat  which  led  eventually  to  the  emergence  of  the  Iraqi  Ba'th  as 
the  stable  ruling  party  and  finally  to  the  accession  of  Saddam  Hussein  as 
a  virtual  dictator  (chapter  1).  Throughout  this  period  of  internal  vol¬ 
atility  and  despite  occasional  vissicitudes  in  relations  between  the  two 
states,  the  link  between  Iraq  and  the  Soviet  Union  rested  on  what  both 
regimes  perceived  to  be  the  mutuality  of  their  interests. 

Specifically,  Baghdad's  interest  in  courting  the  Kremlin's  goodwill 
and  assistance  was  based  on  the  need  for  a  powerful  patron  in  its  efforts 
to  shed  all  the  remnants  of  Western  colonialism  and  to  establish  Iraq  as 
an  autonomous  member  of  the  world  order  of  nation  states.  It  is  impor¬ 
tant  to  recognize,  however,  that  this  goal  never  accommodated  the 
notion  of  replacing  one  form  of  domination  with  another.  For  their  part, 
the  Soviet  leaders  were  only  too  happy  to  assist  any  nation  or  move¬ 
ment  intent  on  "throwing  off  the  yoke  of  imperialism,"  for  this  was  the 
heyday  of  the  cold  war  and  of  Moscow's  quest  for  recognition  of  its 
status  as  a  global  superpower.  In  the  ebullient  era  of  Khrushchevian 
expansionism,  the  leaders  of  the  USSR  were  apparently  convinced  that 
any  diminution  of  Western  influence  represented  a  gain  for  Soviet  inter¬ 
ests.  (Whether  there  was  much  thought  given  in  the  Kremlin  to  the 
specific  goals  and  the  mechanisms  for  their  achievement  attendant  to 
supplanting  the  Western  powers  is  inevitably  a  matter  for  inconclusive 
speculation.) 

In  the  late  1960s  and  early  1970s  the  Soviet  Union  and  Iraq  developed 
what,  from  the  typical  Western  perspective,  was  seen  as  a  very  strong 
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patron-client  relationship,  culminating  with  the  signing  in  1972  of  the 
Treaty  of  Friendship  and  Cooperation.  This  period  was  characterized  by 
substantial  Soviet  aid  to  Iraq  (chapter  1 ),  a  pattern  of  practice  which  the 
Kremlin  leaders  apparently  rationalized  as  an  investment.  Very  shortly 
thereafter,  however,  the  nationalization  of  the  Iraqi  oil  industry  and  the 
subsequent  astronomical  rise  in  the  world  price  for  petroleum  trans¬ 
formed  Iraq  from  its  former  status  as  a  putatively  grateful  aid  recipient 
into  a  cash-paying,  fully  autonomous  trading  partner.  Indeed,  even  in 
the  earlier  era  of  apparent  dependence,  Baghdad's  ruling  elite  had  shown 
stubborn  resistance  toward  anything  which  could  be  regarded  as  an 
intrusion  into  the  country's  internal  affairs  or  as  an  infringement  upon 
Iraq's  sovereignty  over  its  international  policies.  Thus,  the  case  studies 
which  have  comprised  the  bulk  of  this  volume  amply  demonstrate  that 
Soviet  influence  in  Iraq,  even  in  the  era  of  its  apparent  zenith,  was  often 
limited  indeed. 

As  the  events  that  led  to  the  nationalization  of  the  Iraq  Petroleum 
Company  unfolded  (chapter  2),  a  classic  case  of  what  was  earlier  labeled 
constructive  facilitative  influence  emerged.  Iraq  was  pursuing  its  own 
goals  and  objectives,  and  the  Soviet  Union,  through  the  provision  of 
resources  at  moderate  cost  and  risk,  saw  the  opportunity  to  reach  for 
some  of  its  own  aims.  This  was  made  possible  by  the  fact  that  although 
the  long-term  goals  of  each  were  quite  different,  the  specific  objective 
(i.e.,  nationalization  of  the  Iraq  Petroleum  Company)  which  each  per¬ 
ceived  as  likely  to  serve  their  respective  ends  was  the  same.  Even  here, 
however,  as  the  case  study  makes  clear,  the  two  governments  differed 
over  the  questions  of  timing  and  tactics. 

The  Kremlin  leaders  may  well  have  understood  that  Baghdad  would 
not  struggle  for  the  real  and  symbolic  autonomy  which  eviction  of  its 
"Western  oppressors"  would  bring  and  then  quietly  accept  a  Soviet 
understudy  in  the  same  role.  However,  they  could  not  have  predicted 
what  the  oil  shock  of  the  mid-1970s  would  do  for  Iraq's  resource  base 
and  thus  probably  counted  on  a  period  of  relative  resource  dependence 
by  the  Ba'th  to  assure  its  leaders'  malleability. 

From  the  Kremlin  view,  the  1972  nationalization  of  the  oil  company, 
in  prospect,  would  likely  provide  Iraq  with  sufficient  revenue  to  help 
foot  the  bill  for  the  modernization  of  its  military  and  economic  in¬ 
frastructure,  thus  rendering  Baghdad  a  discount  cash  customer  instead 
of  a  regular  aid  recipient.  Much  direct  Soviet  assistance,  favorable  trad¬ 
ing  terms,  and  economic  as  well  as  political  "guidance"  would  ostensi¬ 
bly  still  be  needed  from  Soviet  benefactors.  (Having  alienated  the  major 
Western  powers  by  the  very  act  of  nationalization,  Baghdad  would  have 
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few  other  patrons  save  the  USSR  and  its  allies  to  whom  to  turn  for  that 
assistance.)  After  a  period  of  years  of  the  evolution  of  their  relationship, 
Iraq  would  be  bound  to  the  Soviet  Union  through  many  strands  of 
functional  interdependence  (such  as  trading  partner,  and  military,  eco¬ 
nomic,  and  technical  aid  recipient).  As  a  result,  Moscow's  position  in 
Baghdad  would  have  solidified  significantly.  This  would,  from  the  hap¬ 
piest  of  Soviet  perspectives,  perhaps  even  give  the  USSR  its  long-sought 
foothold  in  the  Persian  Gulf. 

Therefore,  the  Kremlin  leaders  must  have  viewed  as  cruel  irony  the 
realities  which  ultimately  shattered  their  pleasant  vision.  Specifically, 
having  used  the  Kremlin's  assistance  to  position  itself  for  the  national¬ 
ization  of  the  ipc,  Baghdad  took  advantage  of  the  explosive  increase  in 
oil  profits  which  resulted  from  the  restructuring  of  the  world  petroleum 
market  in  the  mid-1970s,  and,  in  short  order,  proved  itself  to  be  an 
autonomous  trading  partner  rather  than  a  compliant  client.  Any  hope  of 
a  Soviet  foothold  in  the  Gulf  was  soundly  dashed  as  Iraq  provided  one  of 
the  loudest  voices  in  the  international  chorus  calling  for  exclusion  of 
the  superpowers  from  the  region. 

While  the  June  1,  1972,  decree  nationalizing  the  oil  industry  brought 
to  a  dramatic  conclusion  one  of  the  long-pending  issues  on  the  Iraqi 
agenda,  the  very  event  exacerbated  another  of  the  long-range  problems 
of  mutual  concern  to  Moscow  and  Baghdad.  Specifically,  the  issue  of 
how  to  deal  with  the  quest  by  Iraq's  Kurdish  minority  for  an  autono¬ 
mous  regional  homeland  was  made  more  salient  by  the  act  of  national¬ 
ization,  for  the  region  in  which  the  Kurds  comprised  a  population 
majority  included  the  important  oil-producing  area  of  northern  Iraq. 
This  area  became  even  more  valuable  to  the  central  government  after 
the  nationalization  decree,  rendering  the  autonomy  issue  even  less 
subject  to  negotiation  by  the  Ba'th. 

Chapter  3  has  presented  a  detailed  analysis  of  the  zigzag  path  of 
shifting  Soviet  support  for  one  side  and  then  the  other  in  the  Ba'th- 
Kurdish  dispute.  Although  the  struggle  by  Iraq's  Kurds  for  independ¬ 
ence  or  autonomy  in  a  predominantly  Arab  society  goes  back  dozens  of 
years,  the  more  recent  conflict  between  the  Kurdish  nationalists  led  by 
Mulla  Mustafa  (at  one  time  an  apparent  Soviet  protege)  and  the  various 
regimes  which  have  ruled  post-monarchical  Iraq  constituted  a  continu¬ 
ing  thorny  issue  for  the  USSR. 

During  periods  of  Moscow's  displeasure  with  Baghdad,  the  Kremlin 
leaders  tended  to  reassert  their  support  for  Kurdish  autonomy.  But  even 
when  they  refrained  from  directly  backing  the  Kurds,  the  Soviets  con¬ 
tinued  to  urge  a  political  resolution  of  the  conflict.  Moscow  apparently 
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saw  the  maintenance  of  creative  tension  between  the  Ba'th  and  Mulla 
Mustafa's  Kurds  as  a  potential  source  of  leverage  for  Soviet  involvement 
in  Iraqi  affairs. 

At  the  same  time,  each  of  the  indigenous  contending  factions  tried  to 
use  Moscow's  support  to  strengthen  its  own  position  in  Iraq.  In  the  end, 
the  Kremlin's  preferred  balancing  act  collapsed,  and  the  USSR  was 
forced  to  side  with  the  Ba'th  despite  awareness  that  Baghdad's  eventual 
triumph  would  only  lessen  its  dependence  on  Moscow.  Soviet  interest 
in  the  Kurdish  problem  had  been  essentially  a  tactical  matter,  while  for 
Baghdad  it  involved  what  the  Ba'thi  government  defined  as  a  vital 
national  interest.  Thus,  the  Soviet  Union  in  the  long  run  had  no  hope  of 
controlling  the  relevant  events,  and  the  Kremlin  wound  up  lamely 
endorsing  Baghdad's  imposed  solution. 

Soviet  involvement  in  this  entire  episode  can  be  seen  as  an  instance  of 
protective  facilitative  influence,  one  in  which  the  USSR  provided  re¬ 
sources  to  the  central  government  in  Baghdad  sufficient  to  prevent 
Kurdish  secession.  The  major  policy  initiatives  clearly  came  from  Bagh¬ 
dad,  and  that  meant  that  the  Iraqis  inevitably  exercised  primary  control 
over  events.  The  specific  benefits  which  Moscow  may  have  hoped  to 
gain  from  its  involvement  in  the  process  are  not  clear.  Indeed,  given  the 
details  of  the  situation  as  well  as  the  mind-set  of  the  ruling  circles  in  the 
Kremlin  at  the  time,  it  seems  likely  that  Soviet  involvement  was  but 
one  link  in  a  hoped-for  chain  called  "influence"  with  which  the  USSR 
wished  to  bind  Iraq  to  itself  as  a  client  state  in  its  superpower  contest 
with  the  United  States.  The  crowning  irony  in  the  entire  affair  is  the 
fact  that  it  was  not  the  actions  of  either  superpower  nor  even  the  direct 
actions  of  the  Iraqi  or  Kurdish  forces  which  eventually  settled  the  issue. 
Rather,  it  was  the  decision  by  the  shah  to  cut  off  support  to  the  rebels  as 
a  part  of  his  1975  rapprochement  with  Iraq  which  finally  tipped  the 
scales  in  Baghdad's  favor. 

With  the  Kurdish  question  ostensibly  settled,  the  Ba'th  was  able  to 
turn  after  1975  to  the  final  necessary  step  in  consolidating  its  internal 
control  over  Iraq,  the  complete  subordination  of  the  Iraqi  Communist 
party  (chapter  4).  In  the  early  years  of  Soviet  patronage  the  Ba'th  did  not 
allow  the  icp  anything  approximating  equal  status  but  made  a  show  of 
moderate  power-sharing,  and,  at  one  point,  even  accepted  some  com¬ 
munist  functionaries  into  the  national  cabinet.  In  retrospect,  however, 
it  seems  clear  that  the  Ba'th  always  saw  these  concessions  as  temporary, 
tactical  expedients  only  necessary  until  full  national  autonomy  was 
gained  by  the  consolidation  of  power  internally  and  the  building  of  a 
resource  base. 
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Predictably,  the  monetary  bonanza  provided  Baghdad  by  the  transfor¬ 
mation  of  the  world's  oil  economy  in  the  mid-1970s,  followed  by  the 
settlement  of  the  Kurdish  question,  brought  the  opportunity  for  quash¬ 
ing  the  icp  earlier  than  the  Ba'thi  leadership  might  have  anticipated 
originally.  The  Ba'th,  unwavering  in  its  goal  of  complete  domination 
over  the  Iraqi  political  process,  lost  little  time  in  following  through, 
executing  many  members  of  the  icp.  The  Kremlin  protested  vigorously, 
but,  in  the  final  crunch,  the  Soviets  had  only  two  options:  they  could 
support  their  ideological  compatriots  (probably  to  no  avail)  thus  alienat¬ 
ing  the  Ba'th  or  they  could  swallow  hard  and  leave  the  members  of  the 
Iraqi  Communist  party  to  their  fate.  Having  invested  so  much  time  and 
resources  in  wooing  the  Ba'th,  Moscow  made  the  obvious  latter  choice. 

Thus,  in  this  instance  the  USSR  briefly  engaged  in  the  attempt  to 
exercise  what  was  earlier  labeled  coercive  instigative  influence,  but,  in 
the  end,  the  effort  was  a  crushing  failure.  The  equilibrium  in  Soviet- 
Iraqi  relations  had  apparently  shifted  by  1975,  so  that  the  extent  of  the 
USSR's  investment  in  the  relationship,  ironically,  had  become  a  source 
of  leverage  for  Iraq.  In  the  case  of  the  icp,  the  Kremlin  either  had  to 
acquiesce  in  Baghdad's  decision  or  sever  the  relationship,  which  it  was 
unwilling  to  do.  The  entire  episode  demonstrated  once  again  the  limits 
of  great  power  influence,  especially  with  respect  to  the  internal  affairs 
of  putative  clients. 

Since  the  very  concept  of  national  sovereignty  can  be  interpreted  to 
entail  an  inevitable  resistance  to  external  efforts  to  influence  domestic 
political  issues,  chapters  5  and  6  have  dealt  separately  with  Soviet 
attempts  to  affect  the  international  affairs  of  Iraq  in  two  successive 
periods,  through  1975  and  after  1975.  In  other  words,  one  can  argue  that 
it  is  unrealistic  to  expect  many  overt  signs  of  one  nation's  influence  in 
the  internal  affairs  of  another  state.  The  international  arena,  in  con¬ 
trast,  can  be  said  to  provide  the  purer  cases  for  the  analysis  of  inter-state 
influence. 

Certainly,  the  Soviet  Union  made  little  secret  of  its  interest  in  influ¬ 
encing  the  foreign  policy  of  Iraq  during  the  period  under  review.  Great 
Britain's  1968  announcement  of  its  intention  to  withdraw  its  forces 
from  East  of  Suez  as  of  late  1971  set  the  pot  to  boiling  in  both  Moscow 
and  Washington,  as  well  as  in  all  the  capitals  of  the  Gulf  region.  Russian 
interest  in  the  Persian  Gulf  has  a  long  history,  but  in  the  face  of  en¬ 
trenched  British  hegemony  few  policy  initiatives  had  seemed  inviting. 
Be  that  as  it  may,  the  prospect  of  a  full-scale  British  withdrawal  stirred 
enthusiasm  in  both  Baghdad  and  Moscow,  but  the  two  governments 
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differed  substantially  from  the  beginning  on  the  preferred  mechanisms 
needed  to  assure  a  continuation  of  "useful"  order  and  stability  in  the 
region. 

Although  some  Western  observers  have  long  contended  that  the 
Kremlin  preferred  instability  for  its  own  sake,  perhaps  as  a  prelude  to  an 
overt  attempt  to  occupy  the  area  militarily  or  at  least  disrupt  oil  sup¬ 
plies  to  the  West  by  means  of  economic  or  political  domination,  the 
Soviet  response  to  more  recent  events  such  as  the  Iranian  revolution 
and  the  war  between  Iraq  and  Iran  make  that  a  highly  arguable  view. 
Indeed,  the  USSR's  activities  in  helping  damp  down  the  Iraqi-Kuwaiti 
conflict  in  1973  provide  an  earlier  example  suggesting  that  Moscow 
understood  even  then  the  benefits  of  keeping  Gulf  conflicts  under  con¬ 
trol. 

From  the  beginning  of  the  post-British  era,  Baghdad  asserted  the  need 
for  exclusively  mtra-regional  arrangements  to  guarantee  peace  and  se¬ 
curity  in  the  Gulf.  Given  their  long-standing  rivalry  with  Iran,  the  Iraqis 
preferred  a  regional  defense  system  comprised  exclusively  of  the  littoral 
Arab  states.  In  such  a  system,  by  virtue  of  Iraq's  size,  population,  and 
other  resources,  Baghdad  was  bound  to  play  a  dominant  role.  The  Soviet 
Union  would  probably  have  liked  simply  to  replace  Great  Britain  as  the 
external  warrantor  of  regional  security  but,  fully  aware  of  the  unaccept- 
ability  of  such  an  arrangement  to  both  the  riparian  states  and  the 
Western  powers,  the  Kremlin  favored  a  system  of  regional  defense 
which  embraced  all  of  the  Gulf  countries,  including  Iran.  Moscow's 
position  brought  it  into  a  direct  conflict  with  Baghdad  which,  in  the 
period  between  1968  and  1975,  refused  to  accept  Iran's  participation  in 
any  regional  defense  system.  Soviet-Iraqi  difficulties  were  further  exac¬ 
erbated  by  the  Kremlin's  attempts  to  improve  relations  with  the  shah. 
In  brief,  while  the  Soviets  found  the  idea  of  Iranian  hegemony  in  the 
Gulf  virtually  as  unappetizing  as  did  the  Ba'th,  they  saw  Iraqi  domi¬ 
nance  over  the  region  as  equally  distasteful.  Moreover,  Moscow  real¬ 
istically  viewed  as  doomed  to  failure  any  effort  to  exclude  Tehran  from  a 
stable  regional  security  system.  Hence,  the  Soviet  Union  was  consigned 
to  yet  another  balancing  act  on  this  important  issue.  It  endorsed  a 
regional  defense  system  probably  as  a  way  to  ensure  that  the  Americans 
would  not  simply  replace  the  British  as  the  hegemonistic  power  in  the 
Persian  Gulf,  but  it  disagreed  with  its  Iraqi  "clients"  about  the  frame¬ 
work  of  that  system,  particularly  with  respect  to  the  Iranian  role. 

Another  link  in  the  chain  of  events  set  into  motion  by  the  announce¬ 
ment  of  the  impending  British  withdrawal  from  the  region  also  showed 
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how  superficial  was  the  bond  between  "the  fraternal  peoples  of  the 
USSR  and  Iraq."  The  two  governments  disagreed  over  the  formation  of  a 
confederation  of  the  small  sheikhdoms  of  the  lower  Gulf.  Initially,  the 
Kremlin  was  highly  suspicious  of  such  an  entity,  feeling  that  it  would  be 
a  de  facto  Western  puppet,  while  the  Ba'th  endorsed  the  idea  of  another 
Arab  state  in  the  Gulf  region.  However,  Baghdad  eventually  reversed 
itself  and  refused  to  recognize  the  United  Arab  Emirates  (UAE)  when  it 
was  formed  in  December  1971  because  the  Ba'th  had  strenuously  ob¬ 
jected  to  the  sheikhdoms'  tacit  acceptance  of  Iran's  occupation  of  the 
Gulf  islands  of  Abu  Musa  and  the  Tunbs  in  November  of  that  year. 

In  contrast,  Moscow  promptly  accorded  diplomatic  recognition  to 
the  United  Arab  Emirates.  The  Kremlin  apparently  felt  that  the  dis¬ 
puted  islands  were  of  little  significance  and  did  not  wish  to  offend  the 
shah  over  such  a  matter.  Moreover,  most  of  the  other  Arab  Gulf  states 
were  supportive  of  the  new  federation  and  the  USSR  was  in  the  process 
of  attempting  to  improve  its  relations  with  these  countries  during  this 
period.  Finally,  the  UAE  had  rapidly  shown  itself  to  be  more  independ¬ 
ent  of  its  Western  "sponsors"  than  the  Kremlin  had  originally  feared. 
Under  these  circumstances  the  Soviet  Union  apparently  thought  it  best 
to  endorse  a  development  that  it  perceived  to  be  essentially  benign  and 
that  it  could  not,  in  any  case,  prevent. 

From  1968  through  1975,  the  Kremlin  does  appear  to  have  success¬ 
fully  exercised  some  direct  influence  over  one  episode  in  Iraq's  foreign 
affairs  (chapter  5).  Specifically,  in  the  March  1973  incursion  into  Ku¬ 
waiti  territory  designed  to  "reclaim"  some  border  lands  over  which  Iraq 
had  claimed  sovereignty,  the  USSR  overtly  opposed  Baghdad's  action 
and  appears  to  have  helped  to  pressure  Iraq  into  withdrawing  its  forces. 

It  is,  of  course,  impossible  to  disaggregate  the  specific  impact  of 
Soviet  pressure  in  this  episode  since  virtually  the  entire  international 
community,  including  a  singularly  united  Arab  League,  was  pushing  for 
an  Iraqi  withdrawal  and  an  end  to  the  conflict.  In  this  instance,  then, 
while  the  Soviet  Union  can  be  said  to  have  successfully  exercised 
coercive  instigative  influence,  it  is  doubtful  whether  the  Kremlin  could 
have  done  so  without  an  almost  unanimously  supportive  international 
community  behind  it.  Moreover,  the  sense  of  betrayal  felt  by  the  Ba'th 
over  this  failure  of  Russian  support  for  Iraq's  first  major  foreign  policy 
initiative  after  the  signing  of  the  Treaty  of  Friendship  and  Cooperation 
must  have  been  acute.  It  no  doubt  engendered  mistrust  and  even  bitter¬ 
ness  toward  the  Kremlin  among  some  Ba'thi  leaders  and  impressed 
upon  all  of  them  the  undesirability  of  allowing  Iraq  to  become  further 
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dependent  on  the  USSR.  Thus,  even  this  brief  "success"  for  Soviet 
influence  left  a  costly  legacy. 

Of  all  the  ironies  attendant  to  a  relationship  which  bristles  with 
them,  none  was  more  striking  than  that  which  confronted  the  Kremlin 
in  1975,  when,  without  Soviet  advice  or  intercession,  Saddam  Hussein 
negotiated  a  broad-based  rapprochement  with  the  shah.  Having 
preached  reconciliation  and  cooperation  between  the  two  for  many 
years,  Moscow  was  suddenly  confronted  with  independently  executed 
acquiescence  to  its  earlier  advice.  Paradoxically,  this  particular  "suc¬ 
cess"  failed  to  strengthen  the  Soviet  position  (although  it  did  take  the 
USSR  temporarily  out  of  the  verbal  cross  fire  between  Iran  and  Iraq),  for 
it  made  a  truly  regional  solution  to  the  Gulf  security  problem  seem 
feasible  at  last. 

Moscow  had  for  several  years  endorsed  the  concept,  long  favored  by 
Baghdad,  of  the  Gulf  as  a  "zone  of  peace"  (chapter  6).  However,  upon 
closer  examination  it  seems  clear  that  the  two  governments  meant 
quite  different  things  by  that  term.  The  Iraqi  version  envisioned  a 
region  from  which  all  the  great  powers  would  be  excluded  militarily  and 
one  in  which  the  littoral  powers  would  determine  their  own  fate.  In 
contrast,  the  preferred  Soviet  scenario  would  have  accommodated  visits 
by  Russian  warships  to  Gulf  ports  and  would  have  rested  on  interna¬ 
tional  agreements  to  which  the  USSR  would  have  been  an  important 
party.  The  Kremlin  was  highly  suspicious  of  American  intentions  in  the 
Persian  Gulf  and  contended  that  the  regional  states  lacked  the  resources 
to  thwart  a  concerted  effort  by  Washington  and  its  allies  to  dominate 
the  region. 

Moreover,  Brezhnev  and  his  colleagues  also  apparently  (and  correctly) 
viewed  as  only  temporary  the  "resolution"  of  the  long-standing  conflict 
between  Iraq  and  Iran.  This  meant  that  any  exclusively  regional  solu¬ 
tion  to  the  Gulf  security  problem  would  have  to  rest  on  some  sort  of 
external  buffering  of  the  seemingly  inevitable  rivalry  between  these  two 
contestants  for  dominance  within  the  region. 

In  sum,  throughout  the  second  half  of  the  1970s  the  acknowledged 
general  goals  for  the  Gulf  region  of  Iraq  and  the  Soviet  Union  were  the 
same,  but  their  real  policy  objectives  were  quite  different.  Thus,  the  two 
discreetly  ignored  their  substantive  disagreements  and  gave  public  lip 
service  to  the  commonality  of  their  cause.  This  meant  that  the  leaders 
of  the  USSR  had  come  to  recognize  the  severe  limits  of  their  influence 
in  Baghdad  (especially  in  light  of  their  impotence  in  attempting  to 
intervene  on  behalf  of  the  Iraqi  Communist  party).  Conversely,  Saddam 
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Hussein,  given  his  ambitions  in  the  Gulf  and  hence  his  need  for  ongoing 
Soviet  resupply  of  his  armed  forces,  saw  the  utility  of  maintaining 
"correct"  relations  with  his  patron. 

Even  this  thin  veneer  of  civility  crumbled  in  1979  with  the  Soviet 
invasion  of  Afghanistan.  Repaying  the  symbolic  debt  incurred  in  1973, 
when  the  Kremlin  joined  the  chorus  urging  Baghdad's  withdrawal  from 
Kuwaiti  territory,  Iraq  became  one  of  the  early  and  loudest  voices  con¬ 
demning  the  Soviet  military  intervention  in  Afghanistan.  Finally,  in 
September  1980,  in  a  conclusive  demonstration  of  the  long-term  failure 
of  the  Kremlin's  quest  for  influence  in  Iraq,  Saddam  Hussein,  without 
so  much  as  a  perfunctory  consultation  or  even  any  prior  notification  to 
Moscow,  staged  his  invasion  of  Iran. 

His  actions  produced  both  shock  and  dismay  in  the  Kremlin  (chapter 
7).  Indeed,  the  ensuing  months  should  be  seen  as  the  nadir  of  Soviet- 
Iraqi  relations  during  the  last  thirty  years.  The  USSR,  in  an  obvious 
attempt  to  keep  Saddam  Hussein  from  pressing  his  initial  military 
advantage,  peremptorily  cut  off  all  shipments  of  military  supplies  to 
Iraq,  even  those  designed  to  fulfill  existing  contracts.  While  Baghdad 
may  not  have  expected  so  dramatic  a  Soviet  response,  its  planners  had 
apparently  stockpiled  sufficient  war  materiel  to  continue  the  hostilities 
for  at  least  a  year.  Eventually,  however,  when  the  expected  Iranian 
collapse  did  not  occur,  those  supplies  began  to  dwindle  and  the  tide  of 
battle  began  to  turn  in  favor  of  Tehran. 

At  that  point,  Brezhnev  faced  another  dilemma.  His  interim  efforts  at 
currying  favor  with  Khomeini  had  enjoyed  virtually  no  success;  Tehran 
continued  its  hard-line  anticommunist  and  anti-Soviet  rhetoric,  its 
persecution  of  the  Tudeh,  and  its  support  of  the  Afghan  mujahideen. 
Thus,  the  prospect  of  an  Iranian  military  victory  over  Iraq  was  totally 
unacceptable  to  the  Soviet  leaders.  At  the  same  time,  Saddam  Hussein 
had  proven  himself  a  singularly  unreliable  ally.  Choosing  the  lesser  of 
two  evils,  the  Kremlin  grudgingly  resumed  its  shipments  of  military 
equipment  and  supplies  to  Baghdad  on  a  scale  designed  to  forestall  a 
conclusive  victory  by  either  side.  One  can  only  wonder  whether  Soviet 
analysts  imagined  that  the  ensuing  stalemate  would  last  for  six  long 
years. 

Indeed,  the  Scud-B  missiles  used  in  the  rocket  attacks  on  Iranian 
cities — which  finally  led  to  Khomeini's  acceptance  of  the  necessity  to 
drink  metaphorical  poison  and,  thus,  to  the  end  of  military  hostilities — 
were  provided  by  the  Soviet  Union  (whatever  its  role  in  modifying  the 
missiles'  range).  Therefore,  the  only  important  tangible  forms  of  influ¬ 
ence  successfully  exercised  throughout  the  wartime  period  by  the 
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USSR  were  the  two  we  have  labeled  facilitative,  at  first  protective  (to 
prevent  an  Iraqi  defeat  in  1982)  and  later  constructive  (to  induce  an 
Iranian  agreement  for  a  cease-fire  in  1988).  In  no  instance  was  the  Krem¬ 
lin  able  successfully  to  exert  direct  instigative  influence  over  either  Iraq 
or  Iran. 

Viewed  over  time,  the  Soviet-Iraqi  relationship  represents  a  fine  ex¬ 
emplar  of  the  inherent  instability  of  such  relations  and,  thus,  of  the 
processes  which  we  earlier  (following  Emerson)  called  "balancing  oper¬ 
ations."  Indeed,  all  the  ways  and  means  alluded  to  in  the  Introduction 
eventually  became  part  of  the  unfolding  dynamic.  For  example,  the 
revolutionary  changes  in  the  world  oil  market  serendipitously  reduced 
Baghdad's  economic  dependence  on  the  Kremlin  in  the  mid-1970s  and 
gave  it  independent  access  to  other  suppliers.  Thus,  the  exclusivity  of 
crucial  resource  control  by  the  USSR  diminished  dramatically. 

A  second  although  later  example  of  such  a  balancing  operation  is 
evident  in  Baghdad's  actions  during  the  long  war  with  Iran.  In  retro¬ 
spect,  it  seems  clear  that  Saddam  Hussein  massively  miscalculated  the 
impact  of  postrevolutionary  internal  upheaval  on  the  Iranian  will  to 
resist  Iraqi  aggression.  He  apparently  assumed  that  the  disarray  in 
Tehran  would  permit  him  to  achieve  such  a  swift  and  decisive  military 
victory  that  Khomeini  would  have  to  sue  for  peace  on  terms  that  would 
satisfy  Iraq's  long-standing  territorial  ambitions  in  the  Gulf.  As  the  war 
unfolded  and  it  became  evident  that  a  quick  victory  was  unattainable 
and  that  the  USSR  was  unwilling,  even  after  the  resumption  of  military 
shipments  to  Iraq,  to  supply  Saddam  Hussein  with  the  level  and  kind  of 
military  assistance  necessary  to  achieve  a  conclusive  victory,  he  pru¬ 
dently  scaled  down  his  original  objective.  In  the  end,  he  contented 
himself  with  a  settlement  which  allowed  Iraq  to  emerge  essentially 
intact  in  its  prewar  territorial  form. 

Even  in  the  prewar  era,  especially  after  the  signing  of  the  Treaty  of 
Friendship  and  Cooperation,  the  Kremlin  had  begun  to  experience  the 
ultimate  irony  of  the  shifting  balance  in  the  natural  history  of  such 
relationships.  Specifically,  as  time  passed  and  various  Iraqi  "needs" 
were  met,  Soviet  leverage  inevitably  declined;  Moscow  was  caught  in 
what  we  earlier  called  the  "dialectical  contradiction"  of  the  influence¬ 
seeking  process,  one  in  which  success  breeds  failure.  Concomitantly, 
the  Kremlin  leaders'  own  sense  of  a  vested  interest  in  maintaining  the 
relationship  (in  order  to  justify  the  history  of  their  expenditures  to  their 
constituents  and  themselves)  increased.  Even  the  disruption  in  the 
relationship  induced  by  the  Iraqi  attack  on  Iran  was  not  allowed  to 
completely  rupture  Moscow's  ties  to  Baghdad.  Given  this  relative  So- 
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viet  constancy  in  nurturing  their  relationship  with  Iraq  despite  periodic 
provocations,  it  seems  reasonable  to  examine  objectively  what  kind  of 
return  the  Kremlin  leaders  have  earned  on  their  investment. 

Militarily,  the  Moscow-Baghdad  relationship  has  failed  to  produce 
the  sorts  of  tangible  benefits  (e.g.,  bases  or  dependable  access  to  resup¬ 
ply  or  repair  facilities)  to  which  Soviet  military  planners  no  doubt 
originally  aspired.  Moreover,  although  it  is  hard  to  wean  strategic  ana¬ 
lysts  from  their  traditional  assumptions,  the  circumstances  of  the  nu¬ 
clear  age  should  cause  them  to  assign  a  very  low  priority  to  the  acqui¬ 
sition  of  buffer  states,  especially  when  they  are  likely  to  prove  so 
unreliable  as  allies  as  has  modern  Iraq. 

Economically,  Soviet  returns  might  be  most  accurately  described  as 
rapidly  diminishing.  That  is,  while  Baghdad  has  been  a  sizeable  cash¬ 
paying  customer  for  some  Soviet  goods  since  the  mid-seventies,  it  has 
exhibited  a  growing  preference  for  Western  goods  when  the  relevant 
items  were  available  in  both  Eastern  and  Western  markets  and  a  declin¬ 
ing  patience  with  the  shoddiness  of  many  Soviet  Bloc  products.  Only  in 
the  purchase  of  military  parts  and  supplies,  constrained  as  such  pur¬ 
chases  are  by  the  nature  of  one's  original  equipment,  has  the  Soviet 
source  remained  dominant.  Even  that  balance  has  shifted  some  more 
since  the  USSR's  cutoff  of  military  shipments  from  1980  through  1982. 

Politically,  since  the  sixties,  the  Iraqis  more  commonly  sided  with 
the  Soviet  Union  than  with  the  United  States  and  its  allies  in  interna¬ 
tional  disputes,  both  formally  (e.g.,  in  the  United  Nations)  and  infor¬ 
mally  (e.g.,  in  the  content  disseminated  by  its  propaganda  organs),  but 
so  have  most  of  the  other  former  colonial  territories  that  gained  their 
independence  in  the  post-World  War  II  era.  In  other  words,  Iraq  is  a 
natural  constituent  of  the  bloc  of  Third  World  nations  with  which  the 
USSR  has  generally  aligned  itself  by  dint  of  its  litany  of  anticolonial, 
anti-imperialist  rhetoric.  Thus,  it  seems  likely  that  many  of  the  politi¬ 
cal  benefits  ostensibly  gained  by  the  Soviet  investment  in  Iraq  would 
have  accrued  to  the  Kremlin  as  a  result  of  larger  international  forces  and 
processes  without  such  extensive  direct  involvement.  Despite  the  sub¬ 
stantial  magnitude  of  that  investment,  Baghdad  has  always  maintained 
its  right  to  express  its  opinions  independently  in  the  international 
arena,  as  its  leading  role  in  the  chorus  of  condemnation  of  the  Russian 
invasion  of  Afghanistan  so  amply  demonstrated. 

In  sum,  whether  providing  Iraq  with  some  of  the  means  required  to 
make  it  yet  another  thorn  in  the  side  of  the  Western  powers  has  been 
worth  the  resource  expenditures  undertaken  seems  highly  unlikely 
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since  Baghdad  would  almost  certainly  have  played  that  role  in  due 
course  anyway  with  much  more  restrained  Soviet  support.  Certainly, 
the  direct  benefits  to  Moscow  have  been  few  and  far  between.  In  the 
final  analysis,  it  is  often  unclear  just  who  is  the  knight  and  who  is  the 
pawn  in  any  given  episode. 

Two  additional  questions  implicit  in  the  analytical  framework  estab¬ 
lished  in  the  Introduction  remain:  (1)  to  what  extent  and/or  in  what 
way  may  the  Soviet-Iraqi  relationship  be  a  generalizable  exemplar  of  the 
nature  of  influence  relationships  between  great  and  lesser  powers;  and 
(2)  what  major  lessons  can  be  learned  from  this  specific  example? 

First,  it  is  important  to  acknowledge  one  important  constraint  on  the 
generalizability  of  insights  gained  from  this  analysis  of  the  Soviet-Iraqi 
relationship  to  other  great-lesser  power  linkages.  Specifically,  anyone 
familiar  with  diverse  examples  of  such  relations  can  readily  see  the 
significance  of  the  presence  or  absence  of  a  credible  threat  of  the  use  of 
military  force  by  the  great  power  to  enforce  its  preferred  policies  on  the 
lesser  power.  The  first  implicit  priority  of  any  government  is  the  protec¬ 
tion  of  whatever  autonomy  it  enjoys.  Therefore,  those  governments 
which  must  operate  under  the  cloud  of  potential  military  interventions 
must  act  differently  with  respect  to  the  wishes  of  those  who  control 
that  military  power  from  those  governments  that  have  no  such  threat 
hanging  over  them. 

Iraq,  in  the  period  under  discussion,  has  enjoyed  a  freedom  of  action 
not  characteristic  of  nations  operating  under  such  a  threat.  Although 
Iraq  lies  not  far  from  the  Soviet  border,  the  Kremlin  has  long  known  that 
it  could  not  count  on  Western  acquiescence  to  any  attempt  to  impose  its 
will  on  Iraq  by  military  means.  The  strategic  importance  of  Middle 
Eastern  oil  and  Western  sensitivity  to  any  Soviet  action  that  would 
threaten  the  flow  of  that  oil  have  made  any  direct  Russian  military 
intervention  in  the  area  far  too  risky.  The  Iraqis  fully  understand  this 
fact,  and  the  Ba'th  has  used  it  to  full  advantage.  Thus,  any  lessons  to  be 
drawn  from  the  Moscow-Baghdad  relationship  can  only  be  applied  to 
other  similarly  noninterventionist  situations. 

Second,  the  main  theme  which  emerges  from  a  summary  assessment 
of  the  case  studies  comprising  the  bulk  of  this  volume  is  the  long-term 
failure  or  the  transitoriness  of  any  apparent  successes  by  the  USSR  in  its 
efforts  to  achieve  what  we  have  called  instigative  influence.  Indeed,  in 
the  only  instance  when  Baghdad  clearly  changed  its  course  of  action  in 
the  direction  being  urged  by  Moscow — the  withdrawal  of  its  troops 
from  Kuwaiti  territory  in  1973 — Soviet  pressure  was  bolstered  by  simi- 
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lar  calls  for  action  by  a  united  Arab  League  and  most  of  the  rest  of  the 
nations  of  the  world.  It  seems  doubtful  that  solitary  Soviet  pressure 
would  have  achieved  the  same  result. 

It  appears,  then,  that  inter-state  relations  of  the  type  exemplified  by 
the  modern  Soviet-Iraqi  relationship  (i.e.,  the  relationship  between  a 
great  and  lesser  power,  absent  the  credible  threat  of  the  direct  use  of 
military  force  by  the  great  power)  will  inevitably  be  affected  by  idiosyn¬ 
cratic  factors,  both  historical  and  contextual.  However,  the  primary 
lesson  to  be  drawn  is  that  the  quest  by  great  powers  for  influence  over 
less  powerful  states  will  be  most  fruitful  when  it  focuses  upon  the 
search  for  areas  of  mutual  interest  or  upon  the  effort  to  convince  puta¬ 
tive  clients  of  the  mutual  benefits  of  courses  of  action  desired  by  the 
patron  state.  Any  great  power  that  undertakes  the  cultivation  of  such 
a  relationship  with  more  grandiose  expectations  is  likely  to  be  sadly 
disappointed. 
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